
Mr, John Murray Clearwater 



Dear Mr. Clearwater: 

This responds to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 
request of October 29, 1992. In a telephone conversation 
with a mismber of my staff on November 20, 1992, you amended 
your request to one document: JCS Positions and Statements 
on Disarmament, January 1961 - November 1969. 

The Organization of the Joint Staff (JS) has provided 
the enclosed document as responsive to your request. Major 
General Charles T. Robertson, Jr., USAF, Vice Director, 
Joint Staff, an Initial Denial Authority, has denied 
portions of the document pursuant to 5 USC §552 (b) (1) which 
applies to information which is currently and properly 
classified pursuant to Executive Order 12958, Section 1.5 
(a) and (d) , pertaining to information concerning military 
plans, weapons systems, or operations; and foreign relations 
or foreign activities of the United States. Additionally, 
the redacted information is exempt from automatic 
declassification in accordance with Section 3.4(b) (6) of the 
Order . 

You may appeal Major General Robertson's decision to 
deny the information by offering justification to support 
reversal of the initial denial. Any such appeal should be 
postmarked within 60 calendar days of the date above to this 
Directorate. 

There are no assessable fees for this response in this 
instance . 
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JCS commented on a research program, Anns 
Control and a Stable Military Environment 
(Project VULCAN)," which the US Disarmament 
Administration proposed to have conducted by 
the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) 
under its own contractual supervision. They . 
noted that, aa proposed, the project apparently 
could impinge upon the statutory responsiblll-i 
ties of the Secretary of Defense, the JCS, and 
others primarily responsible for national 
security. Also, the use of a non-governmental 
agency would create difficulties involving 
security regulations. If Project VULCAN was 
Intended to be a program looking toward modifi- 
cation of US national strategy and military 
posture, the JCS would have reservations as to 
Its propriety; If this was not intended, how- 
ever, then no specific modifications of the 
terms of reference for Project VULCAN appeared 
necessary. The JCS were prepared to cooperate 
fully and to render assistance as needed. 
(POOO) J ca n U7-61 to SecDef, 28 Jan 51, JMF 
3050 (14 Jan 61). 

Because of a study being conducted to re- 
evaluate the requirements for resumption of 
nuclear testing, the JCS reaffirmed to SecDef 
their previous views on this subject. They 
stated that the health hazard of nuclear* 
testing, If It existed, had assumed Importance 
far m excess, of Its significance In relation 
to the primary Issue, the security of the 
United States. Because of the grave Impli- 
cations should the USSR achieve the next major 
breakthrough ahead of the United States, it 
was mandatory that the US again review the 
restrictions on technological progress in 
nuclear weaponry. After listing the military 
developments and requirements that were attain- 
able only through testing, the JCS recommended 
that, until such a time as a reliable system 
of verification was developed and operational, 
nuclear testing be resumed without delay in 
environments in which the release of radio- 
active material to the atmosphere could be 
controlled. In the JCS view, the most lmpcr> 
tant problem requiring solution prior to the 
resumption of the Geneva Conference was an 
immediate Presidential decision on the follow- 
ing policies : 

1) A continued voluntary moratorium on 
testing was not In the best Interest of the 
United States In the absence of demonstrated 
Soviet sincerity regarding the reaching of 
agreement. 

2) If agreement was not reached by the end 
of the first ^0 days of the resumed negotlatlpr 
the US would announce that it could no longer' 
continue its voluntary moratorium on nuclear 
weapons tests and that It would resume such 
tests under condition that would preclude the 
introduction of harmful matter into the atmos- 
phere. The US would either continue Its 
participation in the Geneva talks in a further 
effort to resolve the outstanding differences 
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or terminate the talks and propose that future 
negotiations be resumed In the context of 
general disarmament discussions. 

3) The US would initiate at once a seismic 
research program In an effort to Improve the 
capabilities of the system for the detection . 
and identification of nuclear explosions. The] 
JCS recommended that "concurrence with any j 
modifications of current US proposals be con- 
ditioned upon the taking of the above decision 
by the President prior to the resumption of 
negotiations." They asked that the President 
be informed of their views. 

(TS) JCSM-99-61 to SecDef , 21 Feb 61, JMF U6l3 
(3 Feb 61). 

JCS commented on Section VII of the Fisk Panel 
Report. They noted that this section contained 
no conclusions, and that various interpretations 
and courses of action could be rationalized from 
it. In the short time available, they had 
reviewed the non- concurrence submitted by the 
Assistant to SecDef for Atomic Energy (made as 
a member of the Flsk Panel) and generally agreed 
with his expressed views. Noting the serious 
implications of any trend toward Case 3 assumed 
by the Panel (I.e., a total ban with no testing 
by US and possible clandestine testing by USSR), 
JCS recommended that their views, as expressed In 
JCSM-99-61 of 21 Feb 61, be carefully considered. 
Specifically, they viewed "with concern" the 
failure of Section VII to give sufficient 
emphasis to consequences of a major breakthrough 
in the nuclear field, to emphasize the need for 
testing to Insure safety of nuclear weapons, to 
consider the urgent need for weapons effects data 
m various environments, or to recognize that 
testing was necessary to provide assurance that 
future weapons would function properly. 

(The Plsk Report nas a compilation of technical 
material bearing on the subject before the 
Geneva Conference on Cessation of Nuclear Tests. 
Section VII evaluated the impact of a test ban on 
US and USSR nuclear weapons systems. The Assistant 
to SecDef for Atomic Energy had criticized it for 
Its assumption that Increased numbers of weapons 
could substitute for higher quality and for treat- 
ing limited war too summarily. He said that any 
US action that would deny the scientific and 
engineering community the opportunity to apply 
its maximum capabilities to defense could not 
result In a military advantage.) 
(TS) JCSM- 133-61 to SecDef, U Mar 61, JMF 3050 
(2 Mar 6l ) . 

JCS gave their views on cessation of production of 
fissionable materials. T.hey noted that the US 
proposal of 27^ June I96O conditioned this cessa- 
tion upon an effective method of verification and 

upon the numerical limitation of Sino-Sovlet armed 
forces and armaments. They stressed that cessa- 
tion of the production of these materials must not 
be separated from other related proposals, citing 
the Dosltlon they had expressed on 28 October I96O 
(JCSM-l*87-60) . The JCS views were: (1) The US 
proposals of 27 June I96O, If fulfilled, would 
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safeguard US Interests, but developing an 
effective verification capability presented 
great problems. (2) Estimates of Soviet 
fissionable materials production through I965 
were available, but the lUde range of possible 
Sino-Sovlet objectives and actions could not 
be assessed with certainty. (3) It would be . 
premature to try to implement this one measure^} 
unless the Sino-Soviet bloc gave concrete j 
examples of good faith. Continued pro- 

duction of tritium (a "fusionable," not a 
"fissionable," material) was essential to US 
security; its cessation should be addressed 
only at the last stage in arms control negoti- 
ations. (5) The current test ban was restrict- 
ing research and development of nuclear weapons i 
this accentuated the need to produce material 
to maintain and modernize the stockpile of 
existing weapons. (6) In the absence of the 
safeguards set forth In the US proposal of 
2? June i960, a cessation of production of 
fissionable material would be to the advantage 
of the Sln o-Sovlet Bloc. 
(TS-RDJ JCSM-1M8-61 to SecDef, 11 Mar 61, 
JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 19. 

'17 Mar 61 In connection with a memo from the Adviser to 

the President on Disarmament, dated 2 Feb 6I, 
to the Secretary of Defense, JCS commented on 
the question of Communist China's participation 
TBT in a nuclear test ban treaty. They regarded 

Cqmmunist China's accession as essential, in 
Communist order to preveht the nuclear capability of the 

China Soviet Bloc from advancing while that of the US 

stood still. But, they added, the United States 
should not concede anything, beyond its own 
conformance to the terms of the treaty, to 
obtain Communist China's accession. If the 
fj'-p'^'" matter of concessions was raised, the US should 

Xj'.y^ simply stress that its accession to a nuclear 

'. test ban treaty was Important to the Soviet 

. ^'•> Union and Communist China, and should Indicate 

that the US would withdraw from the treaty and 
resume testing If Communist China did not 
accede In a reasonably short time. 
(S) JCSM-I69-6I to SecCef, 17 Mar 61, JMF 3050 
(16 Feb 61). 

y'il Mar 61 JCS forwarded two studies on Chemlcal-Biologlcal- 

Radiological (CEP.) weapons as they related to 
arms control. The studies indicated that there 
Chemical- were no entirely satisfactory inspection tech- 

Eiologlcal- \ nlques capable of high assurance levels against 
Radlologlcaa ^ CW and EW violations fcr the period 196l-l970j 
(CER) ■■ (dfj^ also that safeguards against clandestine manu- 
{t:'-- facture, stockpiling, and subversive use of CER 

A'O agents were "essentially non-existent." 

.U^^ (Sj JCSM-17^-61 to SecDef, 21 Mar 61, JMF 305C 

^- (29 Aug 60) set 2. \ 
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23 Mar 61 JCS set forth their views concerning certain 

basic policy issues cn v;hich decisions were likely 
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Vc \ tc be needed In the near future. On many of these 

< Issues they had already e.xpressed views, which 



they here repeated. The issues, and the JCS recom 



y''^ mendatlons (briefly summarized), were: 
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(1) Cessation of Nuclear Weapons Testing: 
The US should seek an agreement by 1 June I96I. 
If none was reached, testing should be resumed 
as soon as possible. The US should agree to 
cease only those teste for which an effective 
international detection system was feasible. 

(2) Cessation of production of fissionable j 
materials for use in weapons: The US should •| 
not Implement any such agreement unless it was i 
accompanied by other agreements and involved a 
system of verification. 

(3) Transfer of fissionable materials from 
past production to non-weapons uses: This should 
be internationally controlled, and US transfers 
should be matched by those of the Soviets. 

(4) Declaratory prohibition of nuclear shar- 
ing; The US should continue to abstain from 
commitment to the UN resolution that called 
upon nuclear powers to refrain from transfer- 
ring nuclear weapons or information to non- 
nuclear powers, 

(5) Suitability of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) for monitoring the 
restriction of fissionable materials to peace- 
ful uses: The US could agree that IAEA be used 
to police the diversion of fissionable material 
If the IAEA statute were strengthened and an 
adequate i nspection system set up. 

ITS-RDj JCSM-182-61 to SecDef , 23 Mar 6I, 
JMF 3050 (U Mar 61). ' 

JC^ noted a cable from Acting SecState to US 
Delegation to the Geneva Conference on a Test' 
Ban Treaty, which indicated that the US was 
prepared to continue its voluntary moratorium 
on all underground nuclear testing (including 
tests producing a seismic signal less than that 
agreed on as enforceable ) for three years after 
a treaty was signed. JCS believed that this 
moratorium would seriously hinder vital research 
on the pure fusion or "neutron" bomb (OWL) and 
on certain radiation phenomena outside the 
atmosphere. They desired the matter brought to 
the attent ion of the President. 
ITS-RDJ JCSM-221-61 to SecDef, 8 Apr 61, 
JMF 3050 (29 Mar 61). 

JCS forv;arded comments on a paper by Mr. John J. 
McCloy, Adviser to President Kennedy on Disarm- 
ament, relating to test ban negotiations. They 
agreed with him that the Soviets were dragging 
out these negotiations on dlsarmamenti probably, 
to Inhibit development of US capability. 
The JCS pointed out that on numerous occasions, 
they had indicated a pressing need for the US 
to resume testing. 

ijj JCSM-if75-6l to SecDef, 26 Apr 61, J.MF 305O 

22 Apr 61). 

I 

JCS submitted comments on a RAND report on "space 
weapons cf mass destruction." JCS agreed with 
the conclusion In the report that It would not be 
advisable to initiate separate negotiations to ban 
such weapons, because the Soviets might try to 
extend any such proposal tc include reconnaissance 
satellites. Also, any agreement on orbital weapons 
should ret restrict satallite research and 
development programs, since It was not feasible to 
monitor any such restriction. 
(SJ JCSM- 30^-61 to SecDef, 8 May 6I, JMF 3050 
(9 Mar 61 ) sec 2. 
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JCS commented on a draft working paper on 
"Recommended US Disarmament Negotiating Proposal/' 
prepared by the US Disarmament Administration. 
They noted that It deviated from former US 
positions, apparently in order to include elements 
of British, French, Canadian, and Italian 
positions. They believed that the draft paper 
contained proposals that. If Implemented, woul^ 
"confer algnlficant military advantage on the Slno- 
Soviet Bloc." The JCS were particularly con- ' 
cemed with the provisions relating to force 
levels, nuclear. weapons, and strateelc delivery 
vehicles. The draft constituted a serious erosion 
of the most recent US position on arms control 
(27 June I960). The. JCS believed that this position 
should continue to be the basis for US arms control 
negotiating proposals and that SecDef should not 
concur in the draft paper. 

fS) JCSM-395-61 to SecDef, 10 Jun 6l, JMF 3050 
(6 Jun 61) s< 



lec 1. 



JCS commented on a draft letter from SecDef to 
the President, which recommended that the US 
complete preparations to resume nuclear weapons 
testing and collaterally prepare for a VELA program 
cf underground shots for seismic research. They 
generally concurred, but suggested that the letter 
be amended to recommend that the President make 
the decision to resume testing "at an early date" 
and initia te preparations at once. t 
(S) JCSM-U35-61 to SecDef, 26 Jun 61, JMF U613 
(22 Jun 61). 

JCS commented on a revised "Recommended US Disarm- 
ament Negotiating Proposal," which had been amended 
to reflect the views they expressed on 10 Jun 6I 
{JCSM-395-61). They noted that many of the changes 
they sought had been accepted, but certain Issues 
still remained. Their principal concern was that 
the draft failed to prescribe the interrelationship 
and implementing sequence of measures In the first 
stage, thus permitting these to be adopted Inde- 
pendently of one another. In particular, the 
draft failed to require that limitations on and 
reductions in nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles 
be related to each other and be conditional on 
reductions In armed forces and other armaments. 
The JCS recommended changes In the draft to bring 
it into li ne with their position. 
IS) JtSN-atC-ol to SecLef, 23 Jun 61, JM? 305O 
(6 Jun 61) sec 2. 

JCS commented on a recommendation by the Perkins 
Panel that a study be conducted cf the net effects 
of a cessation cf production of fissionable matez^ial. 
JCS informed SecDef that such a study was already 
under way. Preliminary results seemed to support 
the JCS oosition expressed on 28 Oct I96O, reaffirmed 
on 23 Mar 196liand IC Jun 196I. Pending completion 
of the study, JCS continued to hold that, as an 
Isolated measure, the cessation of production of 
fissionable material for use in weapons was mlll- 
tarl ly una cceptable . 

"T3 ) JCSM-^6l-6l to SecDef, 6 Jul 61, JMF ^^230 
1 Apr 61) sec 2. 
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Jul 61 As requested by ASD (ISA)j the JC5 forwarded an 

evaluation of military considerations involved 
In a cessation of production of fissionable 

material for use In weapons. The Perkins Panel 
had suggested that the impact of such. a cessation 
Cutoff of on the relative military positions of the US and 

Fissionable the USSR be evaluated /see item 6 July 19617. 

MaterleLls The JCS noted that a complete evaluation wouldj 

'" ^ \ Q- '■ require detailed knowledge of Soviet strength- j 

\ ' precisely the information "being sought by the 

\^ ■ entire military eatablishment on a continuing 

basis." However, making due allowance for lack 
of information on the Soviets' nuclear weapons 
stockpile and supply of fissionable materials , 
. the JCS stated that (1) to end the production of 
fissionable materials would reduce or eliminate 
important new weapon systems then in development, 
and (2) relative military strength would be 
significantly affected if the US stockpile were 
frozen at the 1963 level and the USSR managed to 
continue production. The Issue of producing 
fissionable materials was closely related to 
other arms control measures, and the JCS recom- 
. mended that It be considered In conjunction with 
their report, being forwarded, on the Impact of 
reducing US military forces tc 1.8 million men 
/see JCSM-497-61, 21 July 19617. If the US 
offered to consider separately the question of 
production of fissionable materials, the Soviets 
would probably demand that the negotiations 
Include elimination of all nuclear weapons and 
material stockpiles; the US would then have to 
adquiesce or else suffer a oropaganda defeat, 
(TS-RD) JCSM-U87-6I to SecDef, 21 Jul 61, 
JMF.,4230 (1 Apr 61) sec 3. 

21 JuL 61 JCS appraised the effects of a reduction of US 

N v) military forces to 1.8 million men. They reaf- 

\V >^ firmed views expressed in JCSM-440-61 (28 Jun 61), 

U JCSM-395-61 (10 Jun 61), JCSM-i*83-60 (28 Oct 60), 

Torce and JCSM-318-60 (22 Jul 60), that numerical 

Reductions limitations on manpower should only be considered 

(Manpower) with other measures, that any reduction resulting 

from negotiations with the Bloc must be in con- 
Junction with sound inspection and control measures 
and that anned forces and armaments were a result 
and not a cause cf International tension, A level 
of 1.8 million men would make It impossible to 
maintain US security if the Slno-Sovlet bloc was 
able covertly to evade restrictions, to deploy 
forces in support of a "forward strategy," and to 
maintain mobile forces able to Intervene effec- 
tively in m ore than one area cf the world at once. 
(S) JCSM-ii97-6l to SecDef, 21 Jul 61, JI^ 305O 
(6 Jun 61) sec 2. 

2 Aug 61 JCS commented on Report cf the Ad Hoc Panel on 

Nuclear Testing (Panofsky Panel). They agreed 
with the statement by the Pialnel itself that lt)s 
report was "essentially an updated Flsk Panel 

McratoTlum Report"; hence their comments on the latter 

r\\\L- JCSH-133-6:, March 1961 ) remained valid. JCS 

V ^ concluded that there were many points in the report 

. that -were inaccurate or expressed Judgments with 

which they could not agree; also, that it used 
unconfirmed Intelligence estimates, so that 1-ts 
ccncluslons with regard to Soviet capabilities 
were unreliable. They believed that the report 
underestimated the prcspect of majcr new develop- 
ments in connecticn with tactical nuclear weapons. 
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The JCS disputed the conclusion that there was 
little urgency In resuming nuclear testa. Regard- 
ing the psychological consequences associated with 
world-wide fallout that would be produced by new 
testings they reemphasized the conclusion by DASA, 
cited in their memo of 29 July I96I, that "world- 
wide fallout from past teats has not produced ^ 
biologic hazard." They reaffirmed their earll'iar 
views on resumption of nuclear testing. j 
(TS) JCSH-517-Ol to SecDef , 2 Aug 6I, JMF 4613 
(28 Jul 61) sec 1. 

JCS commented on a "Joint Declaration on Disarm- 
ament," dated 28 July 196I (a revision of the paper . 
entitled " Recommended US Disarmament Negotiating 
Proposal," on which the JCS had commented on 28 Jun 
1961, in JCSM-UUO-61). There were four points at 
issue In the Declaration. Two of them had already 
been commented on in JCSM-440-61. The two other 
issues were: 

(1) What specific language should be used In 
proposing force level reductions In Stage I? The 
JCS replied that language approved by them In 
JCSM-A40-61, in their comment on the earlier paper, 
should be used; it would ensure that Soviet and 
Chinese Communist force levels were reduced to the 
existing US level, and verified, before reductions 
to the 2.1 million level would begin. 

(2) Should It be proposed, in Stage I, that 
limitations be placed upon weapons designed to 
counter strategic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles? 
Th,e JCS replied in the negative, believing that such 
a proposal "ignores current military strategy upon 
which all plans and programs are baaed and presumes 
a hypothet ical strategy which has not been adopted." 
(5) JCS!^-539-6l to SecDef, 9 Aug 61. JMF 305O 

{6 Jun 61) sec 3- 

JCS submitted additional comments on the Panofsky 
Panel Report, having reconsidered-'lt at the request 
of the President . They cited specific statements . 
in the Report (involving estimates of Soviet capa- 
bilities, etc.) with which they disagreed. They 
reaffirmed their disagreement with the Panel's 
conclusion regarding the urgency of nuclear test- 
ing and recommended that nuclear testing "be 
resumed within a reasonable time, i.e., several 
months at the latest." 

(TS J JCSr4-546-6l to Military Representative of the 
President, et. al., 12 Aug 61, JMF 4613 {28 Jul 61) 
sec 1. 

JCS commented on proposals for reciprocal US-USSR 
transfers to international custody of medium Jet 

bcmbers and weapons -grade fissionable materials 
(proposals advanced by sources outside DOD for 
Inclusion in a speech that might be delivered by 
the President to l6th United Nations General 
Assembly (UNGA^). JCS thought it undesirable J at 
a time when Soviet Union had resumed nuclear tests 
and v/as threatening the Allies with nuclear destruc- 
tion for the US to advance any speci fic disarmament 
procosals (as distinct from an cveraTTT comprehensive 
plan). The possible military Impact of the transfer 
of bcmbers required further study, but JCS sa.w 
several objections. As for transfer of fissionable 
material, the JCS reaffirmed views expressed on 
10 .May i960 (JCSM-I97-6O) and 23 March 196I 
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(JCSM^l82-6l). Both of these proposals, said the 
JCS, vere being advocated by "the proponents of 
a 60-called philosophy of 'balanced' or 'stable 
deterrence,''* which should be studied more care- . 
fully before it became the basis of specific 
proposals— proposals that, "in the face of the^^ 
hard line being taken by the Sino-Sovlet Bloc, ^ 
could serve only to "undermine the confidence qf 

our a llies . " • , " , * 

(SI JCJSM-564-61 to SecDef. 20 Sep 61, JMF 3050 
(18 Sep 61).. 

The CJCS drew attention of SecDef to the fact that 
a Panel under Mr. V/llliam C. Poster had been formed 
lf(- July 1961 to consider certain disarmament pro- 
posals. There were "indications," he said, that 
the^Panel had finished Its study and that its 
conc^iuslons varied from the recently approved dis- 
armament plan presented to the UN by President 
Kennedy. The JCS were not represented on the Panel, 
nor had they been requested to provide data for 
conunent during the preparation of its report. The 
Chairman asked that the Foster Panel report, "Pro- 
posed Disarmament Timetable," be obtained and that 
JCS be given an opportunity to comment. 
iCI CM-3y6-6l to SecCef, k Oct 61. JMF 305O 
\H Oct 61) sec 1. 

JCS commented on four of a series of approximately 
20 papers being prepared by the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency (ACDA) for a "Declaration on 
Disarmament." , The JCS considered that, in general, 
the papers were "useful as background material in 
the development of future US negotiating positions 
and talking papers," subject to possible revision 
when the other papers in the aeries became avail- 
able . 

Three of the papers on which the. JCS commented 
dealt with "The International Peace Force and the 
Military Environment in an Era of General and 
Complete Disarmament," "The Political Peacekeeping 
Machinery in an Era of General and Complete Disarm- 
ament," and "National Security During the Disarma- 
ment Process." The JCS suggested only minor changes 
m these. Regarding the fourth paper, "Force 
Levels," they submitted the following criticisms: 
it did not provide for adequate controls; It 
treated force levels in isolation from retained 
quantities of armaments; it unjustifiably linked 
several geographically separate countries (UK, 
France, and Nationalist China); it excluded 
reserve oersonnel, etc. 
S) JCSM-VU6-6I to SecDef, 23 Oct 6I, JMF 3050 
30 Sep 61) sec 2. 

The JCS commented on three background papers for 
the Declaration on Disarmament. They believed 
■that the three were "useful ... in the develop- 
ment of future' US negotiating positions." The 
subject of each paper, and the substance of the 
comments made by the JCS on each, were as follows: 
(1) "Phasing of Disarmament Measures": The JCS 
reemohaslzed their view that any treaty that might 
be signed should contain an "escape clause" to the 
effect that "disarmament should not adversely 
affect the security of any state." 
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(2) "CBR Measures"; More emphaais should be 
given, in the opinion of the JCS, to the lacl: of 
adequate Inspection techniques to assure against 
violations of an agreement involving these 

v/eapons. ^ w*^-*. ■ 

(3) "Outer Space": Any agreement on this subject 
should require advance notification for all . 
detectable launchinga that might give rise to ,] 
apprehension. Also, negotiations should be con- 
ducted In a manner that would not inhibit the US 
from attempting to develop outer space weapons in 
case the negotiation failed. 

(5) JCi3M- ' /Y 4-6l to SecDef, 9 Nov 61, JMF 3050 
(30 Sep. 61).. 

The JCS commented unfavorably on the disarmament 
program proposed by the Poster Panel. They 
recognized that disarmament was urgent but believed 
thd-t . urgency must not become the only basis for an 
arms control program. The "unswerving purposes of 
the Soviets toward world domination" should be kept 
in mind in developing a US disarmament position and 
should Impose limits on US concesalone. They noted 
that the Foster proposal assumed that there existed 
a need for immediate progress in reducing and ccn- 
trolline strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and 
that imbalances in other forms of military power 
would not become dangerous until a considerable 
reduction had taken place. The JCS said the effect 
of this would be to trade the US strategic nuclear 
superiority for "virtually no concession on the 
part of the Sqvlets." The US could not afford to 
reduce drastically its nuclear capability until 
effective means existed for enforcing international 
agreements; the balance of military power could be 
upset If the US and USSR reduced their nuclear 
capabilities without a concurrent elimination of 
the Soviet conventional superiority. The JCS 
believed the US Declaration on Disarmament was more 
acceptable, militarily, than the Foster Panel pro- 
posal and should be utilized as the basic US 

Proposal . 
S) JCSM-B 50-61 to SecDef, 6 Dec -61, JMF 3050 
k Oct 61) sec 1. 

As requested by ASD (ISA), JCS commented on three 
background papers for the Declaration on Disarma- 
ment. While considering ail of them "useful . . . 
in developing future US positions to assist repre- 
sentatives at multilateral negotiations and at the 
United Nations," the JCS expressed seme reservations, 

as fellows: ^ . 

(1) "Procedures for Reaching Disarmament Agree- 
ments" - This paper appeared to accept the view- 
point that the United States was obligated to con- 
tinue advocating general and complete disarmament 
(GOD) and to seek agreement first along broad lines, 
with meaningful details to be left until later. 
The JCS considered this approach dangerous betause 
it would put off the development of any adequate 
verification and Inspection system "through a period 
in which pressures to reach agreement villi probably 
build up, resulting finally in US acceptance of less 
ccntro" than is necessary or the political onus of 
seeminc to obstruct agreement." The paper should be 
rewritten tc stress that the US would insist- upon 
an adequate control system to be ready for operation 
before any agreement was implemented. 
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(2) "Cutoff of the ProcJuctlon of Fissionable 
Materials and Reduction of Nuclear Stockpiles - 
The JCS believed that any such cutoff should be 
linked to progress on other measures. The back- 
ground paper on this subject was vague on this 
point; It apparently accepted, as a final US 
position, a mere negotiating proposal put forth 
by the US on 25 Sep 61, which did not specify 
the need for such a link. „ 

(3) "Application of IAEA Safeguards to Trans- 
fer of Fissionable Materials for Peaceful Purposes 
This paper should make It clear that there must be 
effective verification and InsDectlon systems, and 
that the statute of the IAEA must be revised to 
insure against a veto of inspection by any possible 
evader, before the IAEA could be relied upon to 
insure that fissionable materials made available 
for peaceful purposes were not diverted to mili- 
tary uses . 

(5) J0^M-d8 3-6l to SecDef, 27 Dec 61, JMP 3050 
(30 Sep 61) sec 3- 
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JCS accepted as "useful," subject to certain 
comments, baclcground papers for the Declaration 
on Disarmament relating to the following sub- 
jects: 

1) "Limitations on Expenditures for Military ' 
Purposes" - The JCS considered it infeaslble 

to limit armaments through monetary restrictlori^s 
as long as Soviet society remained closed and ^ 
Soviet bookkeeping was subject to manipulation. 
Such a limitation would be useful as an arms 
control measure only in conjunction with other 
measures, such as control of manpower and 
armaments. Access to military budgets and 
.accounts might provide Information that would 
be useful in evaluating data on force levels, 
material stockpiles, or armaments production. 

2) "Prohibition of the Further Diffusion of 
Nuclear Weapons" - The JCS took exception to a 
section of this paper that argued in favor of 

a "no-transfer" agreement without adequate con- 
trols. At the least, there should be reference 
to the need to examine the feasibility of ver- 
ifying the reduction of nuclear weapons stocVc- 
piles. 

Is) JCSM-53-62 to SecDef, 23 Jan 62, JMF 3C50 
(30 Sep 61) sec ii. 

Commenting on a revision (the 9th) of the Foster 
Panel Program, the JCS reaffirmed the comments 
they had made on 6 December 1961 ( JCSM-85O-6I) 
and added others. They noted that the first 
stage in the Foster program, lasting two years, 
would involve no inspection; thus the US would 
move toward the Soviet demand for noninspection, 
giving way on a position that it had always 
upheld. The Panel had oversimplified the problem 
of establishing levels of military forces and 
armaments, they said. The JCS believed that 
any significant reduction in armaments should 
be preceded by actions indicating that the USSR 
was willing to accept restrictions; for example: 
aerial and ground surveillance, relaxation of 
barriers constituting the Iron Curtain, elimin- 
ation of areas of tension such as Berlin and 
Southeast A sia, etc. 
3) JCSM-lOl-62 to SecDef, 5 Feb 62, JMF 3050 
a Oct 61) sec 2. 
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a draft DOD reply to ACDA on 
Program (Revision 9). They 
ying that the reply supported 
e r.ost part, particularly on 
ur.erlcal parity of strategic 
s was objectionable. The JCS 
comments should have made it 
crcepts underlying the Panel 
litarily objectionable; hov/ever, 
ations that ACDA would attempt} 
or aspects of it at Geneva or 
the DOD reply should clearly 
should not be introduced in 
declsicn by the Committee of 
Issrmament . 

tc SecDef, 21 Feb 62, JM? 305C " 
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JOS reviewed an ACDA proposal to repeat an offer 
made on l6 Aug I960, In the l8-Natlon Disarma- 
ment Committee, (1) to end the production of 
fissionable materials for weapons use, (2) to 
make reciprocal transfers of such materials to 
non-weapons purposes, starting with 30,000 f 
kilograms of U-235 to be transferred by each 'i 
country. JCS believed (particularly In the i 
light of recent Soviet weapons tests, which 
Indicated great reduction in the amount of 
nuclear materials the Soviets would need to 
manufacture weapons) that proposals such as 
these should not be negotiated or Implemented 
in isolation and should be offered for negoti- 
ation only in the context of an overall dis- 
armament program. Implementation should be 
linked to progress in other areas of disarma- 
ment and should be preceded by a test program 
to verify research and development information 
accumulated during the four-year period of 
"no testin g." 
C) JCSM-137-62 to SecDef, 2^ Feb 62, JT4F 3050 
18 Jan 62) sec 1, 



The JCS Judged that capers on "Renunciation of 
the Use of Weapons cf Mass Destruction" and 
"Measures to Reduce the Risk of War by Accident, 
Miscalculation and Surprise Attack and the 
Failure cf Communications," prepared as back- 
ground material for the Declaration on Disarme- 
meot, were useful. Concerning the former 
paper, the JCS 'said that certain portions 
dealing v.'lth the role of nuclear weapons in US 
strategy v;ere subject to possible misinterpre- 
tation. However, they considered that the 
paper as written strongly supported their position 
opposing "declaratcry renunciations" of the use 
of nuclear weapons. Therefore the JCS did not 
suggest revisions, which, they felt, might have 
the result of weakening the position adopted 
in the pap er. 

<^S\ JCSf-!-lp2-62 to SecDef, 27 Feb 62, J!4F 3050 
\ 30 Sep 61^ sec 5. 

JCS commented on a- memo by ACDA dated 2h Feb I962, 
proposing a US position at the forthcoming I8- 
ilation Disarmament Conference. JCS drew atten- 
tion to the recommended statem.ent of US arms 
control objectives that they had submitted on 
25 Oct i960, which t.hey believed still valid. 
They gave special consideration to the ACDA 
recommendation that strategic delivery vehicles 
be separated frcrr. ether categories of armaments . 
so as to negotiate an agreement with the Soviets* 
Reductions in these vehicles, JCS believed, 
should be linked to reductions in Soviet conven- 
tional forces. The ACDA proposal on this point 
was lnconsl3ten"t with the stated US Program for 
General and Complete Disarmament, dated 25 Sep 
1961, Other general comments made by JCS: (1) any 
disarmament program calling for major initial 
reductions snculi be preceded cy demonstrations 
cf a Soviet Ir.ter.t tc lessen existing tensions; 
(2^ an inscecticr. system for use with the dis- 
armament program sr.c-jld be tested and functioning 
before ar.y irrei'ersioie reductions were made; 
(3' Ccm.munlst China must be brought in at a very 
early stag e . 

iC.! «CS;TTi55-62 to SecDef, 25 Feb 62, Jl^ 3050 
(13 Jan 52) sec 2. 
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o/fiar 62 JCS commented on 21 position papers prepared 

for the 18-Natlon Disarmament Conference. They 
offered no objection to seven of these. The 
other lii were "suitable as a point of departure 
for initial negotiations/' although JCS drew 
Disarmament attention to some divergencies from their pre- ^ 

(General) n viously stated views. The subjects of these '. . 

t\\AL. papers- were: Similarities and Differences , 
Vr^ Between US and Soviet Approaches to and Programs 

I j>0 for Disarmament; Strategic Nuclear Weapons 

YV ■ • Delivery Vehicles; Outer Space; CBR Weapons; 

V }^ Measures to Contain and Reduce the Nuclear Threat; 

Conventional Armaments and Tactical Nuclear 
Delivery Vehicles; Armed Forces; Nuclear Test 
Ban; Transfer of Nuclear Weapons; Verification; 
International Disarmament Organizations; UN 
Peace Force; Staging, Transition and Time Limits; 
Measures to Reduce the Risk of War by Accident, 
Miscalculation, Failure of Communications or 

(C)' JCSM-l7C-62'to SecDef, 9 Mar 62, Jt4F 305O 
(18 Jan 62) sec 2. 

^8 Mar 62 JCS submitted preliminary comments on tenta- 

' tive views expressed by ACDA in a letter of 22 

March 1962 to SecDef. 'They noted that the 

President, on 9 March 1962, had established a 

US position on disarr.ament calling for reduction 
Force of 30 percent of all armaments across the board, 

Reductions as a first stage, and tnen urged that this 

poeition be upheld Ir. detailed negotiations. 
Antl-Balllst^c^ JCS took exception to some of the criteria 
Missile {\'^ ^ used by ACDA in defining armaments in various 
(AS;)^ categories. They viewed the proposed elimina- 

tion of AICBMs as a "grave risk, which could 
O .jeopardize US security. 

I OJCSH -230-62 to SecDef, 28 Mar 62, JMF 3050 

{2ii Mar 62) . 



Mar 62 The Acting JCS Chairman, OEM LeMay, told SecDef 

that he opposed a provision in a draft treaty 
outline, proposed by ACDA for tabling at the 

l3-Maticr. Dlsamamer.t Conference, calling for 
destruction of all anti-missile systems in 
ASM [1 existence and prchitltion of production and 

^. >^ testing of such systems. The JCS, he pointed 

\\'^ out, had ccnsisrently objected to the singling 

i ^ out of AICBMs for elimination. The proposal 

"» apparently stemmed from the Foster Panel plan, 

which was based upon acceptance of nuclear 
parity; an effective AICBM could upset, this 
parity and hence had tc be singled out for elim- 
ination. 3E1I LeMay pointed out that the SecDef 
and JCS had twice rejected the Foster Panel 
plan, and that the President on 9 March 1962 
had rejected an ACDA proposal to single out 
strategic delivery vehicles for early reduction, 
preferring instlead an across-the-board arms I 
reduction of 3- percent as proposed by DOD and 
•JCS, This acrcss-the-bcard reduction would 
reccgnlze and accept US nuclear superiority. 
Defensive i-TiprcveTents such as an effective 
AICBM could make r?.a_'cr contribution coward re- 
ducing pcpulaticr, losses; therefore, the draft 
treaty should make no reference to AICBM 
e li.T.ir.s tier. . 

lE'''""CVi-oll-62 tc SecLef, 29 Mar 62, JMF 305O 
( 2ii Mar 52 ^ . 



1 ■ 




iX^pr 62 



Eisarmament 
(General) 



SNDV 



TaB<*KffEr 



Commenting upon an ACDA draft disarmament treaty, 
JCS held that the treaty format should be re- 
arranged to conform to that of the 25 Sep 61 plan. 
They opposed the tendency to introduce Items 
Involving the US nuclear capability as the inityial 
subjects for negotiation; this encouraged negoti- 
ations toward immediate reductions in nuclear i 
capability. JCS were concerned by recent practices 
within the arms control community, which resulted 
in measures being proposed without adequate time 
for review by interested agencies. A more 
thorough evaluation should precede each proposal. 
(Cj JCSM-2U7-62 to SecDef , k Apr 62, JMF 3050 
(29 Mar 62) sec 1 . 
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JCS commented on a draft treaty on "General 
and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World," 
•dated 9 April, which the ACDA intended to sub- 
mit to the Id-Natlon Disarmament Conference. 
They considered it more nearly in consonance 
with their views than the earlier draft, but 
viewed v/ith "grave concern" its continued 
reliance on inspection by random 5ampling--an 
untested and controversial concept. The JCS 
believed that US security was contingent upon 
prpvision for complete inspection. Other 
features that they criticized included: 
omission of Communist China, reduction of arm- 
aments by categories, elimination of armaments 
for reserve forces in Stage I (applicable to 
the 48o ships ir. the US reserve fleet, which 
had no Soviet counterpart), inclusion of 
launching pads as an item of armament, and 
s ome other s . 

c; JC5M-269-62 tc SecDef, 10 Apr 62, JMF 3050 

?9 Mar 62) sec 2. 
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Disarmament 
(General^ 
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Outer SDace'Cf^ 



JCS considered acceptable the two revised 
background papers for the Declaration on Disarma- 
ment, on "CBR' Measures" and "Outer Space," 
subject tc inccrooratlon of the comments they 

had submitted or.' 9 Marcn 1962 ( JCSri-170-62) , 
on corresponding US position papers for the 
l6-?iation Disarmament Conference . 
\C} JCSM-273-62 tc SecDef, l6 Apr 62, J?'1F 3050 • 
30 Sep 61 ' sec 6. 
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May 62 JCS commented or. certain Issues relating to 

the draft treaty outline on disarmament tabled 
at Geneva by the US Delegation on I6 April 1962. 

They believed that verification and inspection 
were essential, but thought that the "zonal" 
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Disarmament Inspection system in the draft could be made to 

(General) serve. They opposed the trend, which had 

.'•^ developed since 196 1, toward negotiating the 
\-V' ■ reduction of the US nuclear capability in isola- 
< . tlon. They had misgivings over the proposal to 

Ci ^ set up an Internaticnal Disannament Organization 

I -V* to verify reduction in armaments. In reply to 

X\ specific questions submitted to them, JCS ; 

' argued that the treaty should not provide for - ; 

reduction of military bases in Stage I; should ,^ 
not define missile launching pads as armaments 
and should include as parties all states having 
significant military capabilities, particularly 
Communist China. They could not agree to any 
force level reductions in Stage I below the 
stated US position of 2.1 million men. 
(T5) JC5M-389-62 to SecDef , 19 May 62, JMF 3050 
(29 Mar 62) sec ^. 



1^30 May 62 -"JCS commented on revised position papers for 

the 18-Natlon Disarmament Conference. They 
■r^ reaffirmed the comments they had submitted 
Disarmament V~ ' on 9 March I962 ( JCSt4-170-62) on the original 
(General\V^ drafts and recommended that the revisions be 

v\ a mended tc reflect rheir views. 

fsX^-" ic) JCSil--35-62 tc SecDef, 20 Hay 62, JMF 305O 

^' (18 Jan 62) sec 3- 
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Jun 62 JCS commented In some detail on a background 

paper, "Verification Requirements," prepared 

for the Declaration on Disarmament. They 
Verlficatic? <^ believed that ACDA, in preparing the paper, 

"A had watered down the requirements for an effec- 

/■ VO * ' tive verification system, for the sake of 

^- obtaining an agreement j they recommended 

stronger provisions. At the same time, JCS 
commented on paoers on "Peace Keeping" and 
"Military Expenditures." The first was 
merely a historical review and needed no com- 
ment; the second they Judged adequate. 
(C) ^CSiM -^5^-62 tc SecDef, I7 Jun 62, JMF 3050 
(.30 Sep 61^ sec 7. 

27 Jun 62 JCS commented or. the Implications of reducing 

military bases in Stage I of disarmament, as 
provided in the draft'treaty tabled by the US 
belega:icr. at Geneva on Ic April 1962. They 
concluded that "base reductions as a part of 
Fcrce disarmament planning are not in the best inter- 

Reductions /p> ests of the security cf the United States." 
(:iaval ■ ^ V" '^'2 forces v;ere " defensive and expeditionary 

'>v''\ in nature, committed to long external lines of 

\ ^ ccmmunlcaticn" and requiri.ng overseas bases; 

,^.\\ ''^ in contrast, t.iie Slnc-Sovlet bloc had "intern€(l 

land-bridge lines cf communication which facli- 
^ itate the reestacllshment of military bases 

ccncurrer, 1 1 V v/itn t:ie initiation of offensive 
cperatlcr.s Less of overseas bases would 
adversel" effect tne Allies and would "require 
abandcnner.t cf cur :crv;and strategy with cer- 
tain reverc iCTi tc a Fortress America conceot." 

j;.5-;-a.73-62, 27 Jun 52, .JT-I? 305 0 {12 Jun 52) 
sec 1 . 
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2 Jul 62 JCS commentttd on & study by ACDA concerning 

the application of criteria of "deatructlve 
capability" to naval veaaela. They believed 
that any limltationa ahould be oased on nucnbera 
of ahlpa, not on tonnage. The role of the US 
P-T'P* Navy, In maintaining control and freedom of 

Raduetiona the aeaa (aa contraated with that of the Soviet- 

75a„oit Navy, dealgned to haraaa and cut sea lines of 

ynnwaxj . communloatlon) made It Important that the US 

retain complete flexibility in determining the 
size and configuration of retained ships. 
Moreover, the relative impact on the Soviets of 
.a 30 percent Stage I reduction would be greater 
with a num erical than with a tonnage limitation. 
15) JCSM.iie9-62 to SecDef, 2 Jul 62, JMF 305O 
(23 Jun 62). 



S Jul 62 A talking paper prepared for JCS use in discus- 
alone with SecDef, in connection with impending 
resuipotion of diearroament negotiations, argued 
thatMCDA, in previous international dlscusaions, 
had conai stent ly weakened the US position. JCS 
Disarmament . recommendations regarding inapectlon *n;.verifl- 
(Oeneral) cation, nuclear parity, force levels, and other 
^ ^ matters had been ignored. JCS were frequently 
given inadequate time to prepare their commentB 
or were asked to submit recommendatlonB on 
various alternativea all of which were unac- 
ceptable ."r . . ^ 

(This calking paper was approved, with minor 

c hanges, on 6 July 1962.) ^ , , 

15) Talfelng Paper re JCS 1731/586, 5 Jul 62, 
Op-6l5B, JMF 3050 (1^ Jun ^2) (1). 
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DepSecDef requested JCS to study the implications 
of force level reductions to 2.1, 1.9 and 1.7 
million men. The resulting JCS conclusions were 
less favorable to the reduction acheme than those 
given in JCSM-497-61, 21 Jul 6I. Currently, US 
military strategy placed greater reliance on con- 
ventional forces than In earlier years. Therefore, 
JCS believed the 2.1 million proposal to which the 
US was committed should not be reduced, "because it 
is a last-ditch position belovx which the security 
risk would be extremely dangerous." Under the 
terms of this study, JCS believed 2.57 million 
would be required to man all armaments remaining 
after 30 percent reduction In types of arms speci- 
fied. Reductions to either 2.1, 1.9 or 1.7 million 
would lower manpower to a point where the credi- 
bility of the US deterrent would be ' dangerously 
and progressively impaired." No redtfdtlons should 
be considered until; (l) worla tensions were 
Blgniflcantly lessened for a sufficient period of 
time- (2) effective verification and control 
systems were established; and (3) ^Communist China 
became a party to the first stage of disarmament. 
T TS) JfcSMU 96-63 to SecDef, 7 Jul 62. JMF 3050 
(li* Jun 62) sec 1. 
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A JCS talking paper for a, meeting with the 
President contended that '/^CDA had made steady 
efforts" to weaken :the US position on inspec- 
tion and verification and on reduction of force 
levels. The Soviets, on the other hand had 
shown no weakening In their attitude. Further 
US conceaalons would probably be counterpro- 
ductlve and would threaten US security If put • 
into effect. It was Important that JCS vlewa 
on mliltary conaequencee of diaarmament pro- 
poaale be solicited In time to allow them to 
be fully conaidered. It was 
the US return to Geneva with a atlffer atti 

(st^Talking Paper for JCS-Prea meeting on 
Reaumed Diaarmament Negotiations, 8 Jul 62, JWF 
3050 (1^* Jun 62) (1) 

JCS commented on a draft treaty prepared by 
ACDA, banning nuclear weapons tests in the 
atmoiphere. in outer space, ^'^'^ u"^?^/^^**^* 
I'hey noted that it did not P^^^ide for an 
effective verification system. Full reliance 
for detection was placed on national systems j 
no mandatory criteria or procedure; for on- 
Bite inapectlon were laid down. It was not 
reaponsi^e to the President's desire that pro- 
vision be made for inspections to detect 
preparations for testing. The JCS Tayored a 
Comprehensive treaty covering all 
with appropriate thresholds to avoid- banning 
testa that could not be detected - 
Trr5C5Froll*-62 to SecDef, iM Jul o2, JMF 3050 
(6 Jul 62) sec 1. 

in reply to a request from ASD (ISA) .JCS 
commented on a revised "ty 
1962) of a comprehensive teat ban treaty 

Sxceaaively vague and ^^""^,^,^5?^?. ''^ll^ 
(6 Jul 62] sec 1. 

JCS comnented upon B DOD "««*.ni"trmeaJthai 
which had been widely Interpreted «° 
TBclentlflc breakthrough in underground nuclear 
detection techniques h«l "5^=" 

otrer «c^^Lal cons derations, to the extent 
?^rtU'c^ S=^lJ^thc US poeltlon ree^^^^^ 

(21 Jul 62) 

JCS consented on a revl.ed 

I' icDr'w-r'lt zeS'u"or'Itr' 

^^^^^^^ 

? ^r^irdei"trte^^srin'?nti;^:Jjin^rcS^\.io„. 
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and for excessively involved withdrawal pro- 
cedures. The JCS noted that the US seemed to 
be relaxing its position regarding the need for 
an international system of verification and ' 
inspection^ and they believed any such relaxa-' 
tion was unjustified. The comments they had 
made on the earlier draft of the treaty (JCSM- 
530-62, 19 July 1962) were still pertinent and 
were reaf finned 

(TS) JCSM-61U-62 to SecDef, 9 Aug 62, JMF 3050 
(6 Jul 62) 

JCS commented on a revised draft treaty governing 
tests In the atmosphere/ above the atmosphere, 
and In the oceans. They noted that it had the 
same defects as an earlier draft on which they 
had commen ted on iM July 1962 ( JCSM-51^-62) 
ISJ JCSH -625-62 to SecDef, 15 Aug 62, JMF 305O 
(6 Jul 62) sec 2. 

ASD (ISA) requested a supplemental study on 
force levels, addressing the possibility of 
civillanlzlng part of the current US armed forces, 
JCS concluded that a major program of civllian- 
ization was not feasible at any of the personnel 
levels currently under study - 2.57, 2,1, 1.9, 
and 1.7 million. Cadrlzatlcn and mothballing 
of combat unitis would result in an unacceptable 
loss of combat' effectiveness . Also, such units 
could not be made combat-ready within the time 
limits req uired by modern warfare. 
5) JCSM-b'26-62 to SecDef, 17 Aug 62, JMF 3050 
14 Jun 62) sec 2, 

At the request of ASD (ISA), JCS commented upon 
a revision, prepared by ACDA, of Article V 
(covering reduction, production, and verification 
of armaments) of the treaty on General and 
Complete Disarmament that the US had submitted 
at Geneva on 18 April 1962, The JCS viewed with 
concern the proposal to prohibit production and 
testing of new weapons during Stage I, which 
was intended to last three years but, they noted, 
might last much longer if the agreement bogged 
down. This latter consideration pointed to the 
vital importance of having Communist China be 
a party to the treaty. The JCS held that the 
phrases "replacement In kind" and "new kinds of 
armaments," used In the draft, should be Inter- 
preted so as to allow modernization of existing " 
weapons sy stems. 

(C) JCSH -038-62 to SecDef, I6 Aug 62, JT4P 3O5O 
(29 Mar 62) sec 6. 

ASD (ISA) requested comments upon the latest ' 
ACDA drafts of tne atmospheric and comprehensive 
test ban treaties. Concerning the latter draft, 
dated \h Aug 62, the JCS repeated their comments 
concerning the ACDA 2^ July draft ( JCSM-6lii-62 to 
SecDef, 5 August 1962). Additionally, they 
believed that the requirement that control 
stations be manned by nationals of the country 
in v/hlch t.^ey were located could not be met by 
underdeveloped states. Also, they doubted 
that seismic stations and communications net- 
v;or",cs could be constructed within the short 
time specified. As to the limited test ban 
treaty dated 17 Aug, JCS compared it vfith the 
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7 Aug draft (critiqued In JCSM-625-62 of 15 Aug) 
•and urged reconsideration of the decision to 
delete the provision retaining the right to teat 
underground'. The JCS again objected to the 
complicated and inhibiting withdrawal procedures 
(C) JCSM-bil5-62 to SecDef, 22 Aug 62, JMP 3050 
(6 Jul 62) sec 3. 



Outer Space 
(Orbit of 
Weapons) 



"3 If the issue was raised, the US dHould 
seek to have the proposal transferred to the 
l8-natlon Geneva Conference, where It could be 
discussed within the context of general and 

c omplete d isarmament. r« ■njto saca 

[T5rJCljH- 719-62 to oecDef, 1^ Sep 62, JMP 3050 
(8 Sep 62) sec 1. 

18 Sen 62 JCS conunented on a memo by ACDA concerning non- 

^ diffusion of nuclear weapons. The memo said 

that the Soviet Union might now be willing to 
agree on a draft declaration to be issued on 
this subject, and It outlined possible pro- 

Hpm visions for such a declaration, jOS believed 

that the potential disadvantages of agreeing 
to issue this declaration far outweighed the 
advantages. The Soviets had a strong incentive 
not to allow diffusion of nuclear weapons to 
their allies, whom they could not trust; ^helr 
apparent willingness to reach agreement ■ on thj 
subject was probably Intended to create friction 
within the Western alliance. JCS believed that 
the proposed agreement, as outlined by ACDA, 
did not provide adequate safeguards to insure 
compliance, .'they assumed that many states 
would eventually acquire a nuclear capability, 
it might be in the US interest to assist friendly 
states in various ways 

ll) JCSM-/ 27-62 to Seci;ef, l8 Sep 62,. Jl^ 3050 
(23 Aug 62). 

Sen 62 JCS noted that ACDA planned to reexamine US 

positions on disarmament during a recess in 
the Geneva Conference (3 Sep-12 Nov 62). On 
the basis of the trend of the past two y"rs. 
JCS expressed fear that this review might be . 
mearm^«m^.nt Oriented toward aeveloping "more negotiable 

■ (fien^a^r and politically expedient proposals " They 

tOeneral. b^^^h ^^^^^ ^^^^^^ Soviets had stood pat, 
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the US had gradually moved toward accommodation 
to Soviet views. Specific examples of this 
process were cited. Moreover, ACDA had had a 
tendency to put forth negotiating positions 
before the basic proposals had been thoroughly 
evaluated. JCS favored a review of US posltlojis 
on disarmament, but they believed the purpose''^ 
should be to clarify US policy and to strengthten 
the suppor ting arguments. 

IS) JC5H-7^2-52 to SecDef, 19 Sep 62, JMP 305O 
(25 Aug 62) . 

Having reexamined the question of base reduc- 
tions, JCS reaffirmed views stated in JCSM- 
U85-62 of. 27 June 1962. They recommended that 
the US adopt the position that "any base reduc- 
. tlon must come as an unnegotiated consequence 
of reductions of tensions, armaments, and force 
levels." 

(5) JCSH-7^1-62 to SecDef, 29 Sep 62, JT-tP 3050 
(12 Jun 62) sec 2. 

Commenting further on the question of a non- 
diffusion agreement, the Chairman reaffirmed 
the JCS views expressed on 18 Sep 62 (JCSM- 
727-62) and amplified them. The JCS believed, 
he said, that even the discussion of such an 
agreement would be inadvisable, because of its 
effect on the Western Allies. They also believed 
that the dangers of proliferation were over- 
dt-awn, and doubted that an agreement on non- ■ 
transfer could in any way affect the Chinese 
Communists' nuclear development program. The' 
proposed declaration might have an adverse 
effect on multilateral control of nuclear 
weapons ♦ 

(S) CM-1-62 to SecDef, 3 Oct 62, JMF 3050 
(23 Aug 62) 

■ JCs"^commented on a suggestion that the US take 
the initiative in proposing "nuclear-free" or 
"missile-free" zones in Latin America. As the 
Chairman had already told SecDef orally, the 

JCS believed that the US should neither pro- 
pose nor accept such a plan, because (1) there 
was no assurance that It would lead to prompt 
removal cf missiles from Cuba, (2) it would 
degrade US military flexibility "in our own 
back yard" while having no comparable effect 
on the USSR, and (3) the Soviets, having nothing 
to lose, would welcone discussion of the proposal 
The US should focus or the current issue — the 
need to remove the missiles from Cuba — and not • 
allow Itself to be Involved in endless arguments 
with other countries. If forced to negotiate, 
the US should agree to discuss a "nuclear-free 
zone only af tar' the Cuban missiles were removed. 
1 3) JCSM-oiio-bJi to .'^ - - - - 



25 Oct 62) . 



SecDef, 25 Oct 62, JMF 3050 



JCS commented on a proposed realignment of weapons 
ic'caticns to separate them from population centers 
In the NATO and Warsaw Pact areas. They con- 
cluded that such realignment was undesirable.. It 
would impose tactical limitaticns on the ability 
of deployed forces to accomplish assigned missions, 
V/hlle the change might Induce the enemy to use 
a ccunterforce strategy, the benefits of this 
would be realized only If the Soviets stockpiled 
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anc3 used discriminate weapons. Rather than 
reducing tensions. It would increase apprehen- 
. slon of war, since it would expose NATO armed 
forces to attack by an enemy "undeterred by 
the prospec ts of a fruitless victory," 
(TSj JOSH -803 -62 to SecDef, 10 Nov 62, JT4F 3O5O 

(12 Jun 62) sec 3. 

• ■ ■ t 

JO Nov 62 In response to a request by ASD (ISA), the JCS 

C assessed the military Impact of proposals to 

. \— create nuclear-free or missile-free zones. 
' ' ' They believed that such zones would work to 

the detriment of the United States, which, as 
a "world-wide" rather than a "continental" 
power, had deployed its strategic striking 
forces throughout the world. The existing 
deployment gave the US the advantage of short 
strike-timing (time from launch to target) and 
imposed upon the Soviet Union a considerable 
difficulty in targeting, A nuclear-free zone 
would sacrifice these advantages and force the 
US back to its continental base, bringing about 
a "disastrous reversal of the situation existing 
today." Moreover, the capabilitieB of US forces 
would be gravely weakened if they were not able 
to deploy tactical nuclear weapons. The JCS 
observed that a missile-free zone would be some- 
what less damaging to the US than a nuclear- 
free zone. However, the US should oppose, and 
certainly should not initiate, proposals of 
elither type . , 

(S) JCSM-B77-62 to SecDef, 10 Nov 62, JMF 3O5O 
(25 Oct 62) . 



7 Mov 62 The JCS were asked to comment upon ACDA papers 

^ . \> addressing ways to reduce the risk of war by 

>c U ■ ' accident, miscalculation or communications 

C'\\ ' failure. In response, they said that agreement 

to provide advance notification of military 
Reducing Risk movements and maneuvers could have "serious 
of V/ar by disadvantages." While the Soviets operated on 

Accident interior lines, the US required mobility in 

(Advance order to support Its allies. Therefore, accep- 

Nctiflcation tance of this proposal could compromise ability 

cf Movements) to make rapid deployments. Indeed, the JCS 

believed military maneuvers were not a signif- 
icant measure bearing on the risk of war by 
accident cr miscalculation and hence should not 
b e the sub ject of international discussion. 
IS) JCSM-':5ll-62 to SecDef, 17 Nov 62, JtIF 305O 
(23 Oct 62) sec 2. 
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In response to an ASD (ISA) request for comments 
on draft articles and revisions of a disarmament 
treaty prepared by ACDA, JCS said these contained 
important conceasiona contrary to their previous 
recommendations. The article on reduction of / 
armed forces omitted specific reference to verifl- 
qatlon of retained force levels. Language on re- 
duction of military bases and facilities should 
await completion of pending study. Finally, 
transfer of fissionable materials to peaceful pur- 
poses should be in equal amounts by the US and ■ 
USSR and be contingent upon cessation of production. 
Therefore, JCS believed this draft treaty should 
be he ld in abeyance pending further study. 

S) JCSM-5-63 to SecDef, 5 Jan 63, JMF 3050 

15 Dec 62). 

Providing a study requested by ASD (ISA) on the 
subject of general disarmament cuts greater than 
30 percent J JCS concluded that even a 30 percent 
reduction of armaments in conjunction with Stage I 
manpower limitations would be generally destabili- 
zing and disadvantageous for the Free World. Any 
reductions greater than this would "gravely imperil 
Free World security during Stage I disarmament. 
Also, the exclusion of Communist China from these 
agreements would Jeopardize US ability to, defend 
Its Interests in the Far East and was therefore 
mlliterlly unjustifiable. 

(TS) JCSM-57-63 to SecDef, 23 Jan 63, JMF 305Q 

(15 Mar 62) secf 2. 

In view of the need for a US response to a proposal 
to provide advance notification of military move- 
ments and maneuvers that had been tabled at Geneva, 
the JCS repeated the objections to entering such 
agreements that they had stated in JCSH-911-62, 
17 Nov 62. As a diplomatic countermove, they 
recommended development of a proposal linking an 
advance notification measure with agreements to 
exchange military missions and observation posts. 
This would offset advantages the Soviet Bloc would 
enjoy through greater Icnowledge of NATO movements. 
The JCS noted that they were here modifying the 
stand taken In JCSM-350-61 of 6 Dec 61, where they 
had approved advance notification alone as a 
"confidence buildlnc" measure; they believed the 
Cuban missile crisis had demonstrated the import- 
ance of the ability to make timely and unheralded 
deoloyments . 

(S) -JCSM-yo-es to SecDef, 1 Feb 63, JMF 3050 

(23 Oct 62) sec 3. 

In a memorandum to SecDef JCS said they understood 
that ACDA was eivlnc serious consideration to 
radical alteratlons'in the' US oosltion expressed 
in the 27 Aug b2 draft treaty. JCS analyzed these 
supposed changes and concluded that too few on-site 
inspections were being considered; that unwarranted 
reliance was being olaced on unproven "black boxes"; 
that effectiveness of the Atomic Energy Declassifi- 
cation System v;as uncertain; and that on-site 
Inspection would be hindered by allowing the accused 
state tc declare that a suspected event lay in a 
sensitive security area. The JCS considered that 
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such inadequate verification would "virtually 
provide an invitation to the Soviet Union to 
ev ade the t reaty." ^ 
(5 J Je5M-t^| -63 to SecDef , 2 Feb 63, JMP 3050 
{29 Jan 63). 

In response to an ASD (ISA) request for conunents 
on an ACDft position paper regarding a test ban 
treaty, JCS recommended extensive modification.' 
They believed three cardinal principles must 
govern any test ban treaty. First, It must in- 
corporate a detection, identification, and 
inspection system adequate to insure the highest 
feasible probability" of discovering violations. 
Second, testing that could not be detected should 
not be prohibited. Third, withdrawal procedures 
should be simple. It had not been demonstrated 
that the ACDA system provided a "reasonable 
chance" for detecting evasions; this system would 
allow an unpoliced moratorium below the detection 
threshold. Also, It would prohibit withdrawal 
from the treaty for three years, which would be 
counter to US interest If the treaty was found 
uns atisfac tory. 

(TSJ JCSM- 136-63 to SecDef, 16 Feb 63, JMF 3050 
(11 Feb 63) sec 2. 

In response to a request from ASD (ISA), JCS 
reviewed an ACDA draft test ban treaty an(i 
recommended the follov;ing changes: (1) labora- 
tory and propulsion tests should be permitted; 
{2*} reoulrement for an International commlaslcn 
should "be eliminated; (3) means of Inspection 
should be given further study; {k) inspection 
should be allowed without submission by the 
requesting party of substantiating seismic data; 

(5) the US/UK and USSR each should have a. quota 
of inspections on the territory of the other; 

(6) withdrav/al should require only 60 days rather 
than six months. 

(5) JC:SM-1 60-63 to SecDef, 22 Feb 63,, JMF 3050 
(11 Feb 63) sec U. 

ASD (ISA) requested appraisal of an ACDA proposal 
that the US and USSR destroy 30 E-47s /Badgers per 
month. The JCS stated that the destruction of B-U? 
operational aircraft would cause a serious 
reduction in US strategic striking power. The 
clear military risks of this course of action would 
not be compensated for by any small gains accruing 
from Its merits as a disarmament measure. The JCS 
opposed the latest ACDA proposal because: 

(1) Owing to important targeting and cross- 
targeting considerations net appropriate for this 
document, It would present military problems of 

a serious magnitude . 

(2) Even If a 1 July 19^3 starting date for 
destruction wene agreed upon, it would be j 
physically impossible to satisfy the ACDA require- 
ment to destroy aircraft only from the active 
inventory. 

(3) The ACDA arguments opposing the rehabilita- 
tion of H-47s in inactive storage did not outweigh 
the military disadvantages of a more rapid phase- 
out of B-U7S. 

i5) JCaM-i 86>63 to SecDef, 8 Mar 63, JJ^F 3050 
(7 lec 62) sec 1. 
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in reeponse to a request by ASD (J^A) , JCS 
commented upon the moet recent ACJA draft test 
ban treaty, dated 11 Mar 63, ^iK^L^L^*'* 
principles they had stated In JCSM-136-C>3 ■ 
716 Feb 63) and JCSM-I6O-63 (22 Feb 63). As. 
previouely stated, JCS felt that a prj^ry 
deficiency lay In the prohibition f ^^^^^J*^* 
were undetectable. Also the i"'"^?* Ions - 
detection of an event by four seismic stations 
in order to Justify on-altc inapectlon seemed 
unduly restrictive. Further, power of the 
SspeJtlon CommlBslon to visit ^^ejj;i^ory of a 
nonpermanent member (i.e., other than US, UK 
and USSR) should be assigned by quota since any 
requirement for a majority vote might allow 
establishment of a sanctuary country. FlnaJlV; 
Withdrawal procedures still were ""J^^.^J^^f ' 
tive m sum, JCS believed there was insuffi- 
cient reliability" in the ProP°S«'^ /^Jr^ JS„ 
Klve the US "adequate assurance" of detecting 
f nd fixing responfliblllty for treaty evMlons^ 
CJ JcSm-2 3^-63 to SecDef , 19 Mar 63. JMF 305O 
11 Feb 63) sec 5. 



jcs commented on an AEC DaoerJ^ 



~J since the 
menti 



Soviets could make major ImprovemeRts through 
clandestine tests, the JCS believed the cumula- 
tive result of Blow Soviet Pi:°8^?" • "S^J^^^^ 
US made no comparable gain, 
decided and possibly l^^!V?"ible advantage. 
In view of the gravity of the test t>an issue. JCS 
recommended a more comprehensive e^ajiP^Ji"" 
before the US made any further commitments with 
respect to a test ban treaty. 
fTSl%FP24l>63 to SecDef , "21 Mar 63. JMP 3050 
(11 Feb 63) sec 3- 

In response to a request by ASD (ISA), ^he JCS 
rSvHwSd an ACDA study proposing a separable first 
state of general disamament having primary appli- 

in thi North Atlantic/European area. JCS 
oons?Sered'?hir5o\2 a Complete;? new approach 
^de in order to accommodate Soviet desires for (1) 
Tnlld disarmament, (2) emphasis on ^^^^Ij 
T^Pductlon of nuclear delivery systems, and (3J ae- 

nl^ented to the continuation of a favorable 
TofiilcirSrs^ra^ .ic ^^la^ce^ ACDA h.. r.C0»- 

T^tlirrXTor tLZlili: -p%U?on or t.e ^ 
I™s reduction period to ^"0 years and verification 

levels. 



(.5- 



^ There- 



fore JCS recommended that the paper ^e^^ejected 
"ingeJoSs to national security. Instead, the US 
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Should adhere to Its present poBltlon of 30 
percent across-the-board first-stage reduction 
in armaments, seek one-for-one replacement of 
weapons rather than production ' . „ 

adhere firmly to the principle of verification . 
and inspec tion of retained armament levels. 
(5) to SecDef . 23 Mar 63. JMF 3050 

(17 Mar 63) sec 2. 1 



x^ADr .61 D JCS recommended that the US approach to any dls- 

? armament inspection arrangement should be to 

r Vl ^ e^abUsh an^rganlzation Independent of ACDA. 

hU ^ staffed largely by military officers and monitored 

verification by a h?6i!Jevel ateerlng committee They observed 
Verificano y 6^ ^^^^ principal advocate of the dis- 

armament agreement; If It were also to be charged 
with monitoring and evaluating Soviet c°';;Pliance , 
"a clear conflict of interest would be created. 
The US must exercise extreme vigilance while re- 
ducing Its military capabilities; a quasi -military 
organisation might best fulfill this ne|<3- 
re] JC5M-;j 7^-63 to SecOef , 6 Apr 63. JMF 3050 
(18 Feb 63) 

>^0 Apr 63 oA their own Initiative. JCS addressed the issue 

^0 Apr o:} whether nr net a test ban was in the national 

interest, ^he US was on the verge of developing 
"clean" warneads and was progressing toward pure 
TPT fusion warheads. These components. Particularly 

important for tactical uses and effective ABMs, 
could be developed through underground tests. 
While the US observed a moratorium, however, the 
USSR might test clandestinely below the Uf detec- 
tion threshold. If the Soviets did make tech- 
nological, advances and gained sole PJ"«"i°" °[_ 
an ABM/ they could "increase substantially their 
military pressure upon the Free World, l^^^'aa 
apparent that the Soviets would not agree to any 
test ban providing essential guarantees of verifi- 
cation and inspection. Therefore, JCS considered 
that a treaty without detection threshold under 
which the US could . legally test would not now be 
in the nat ional interest. ^ . cn tmt? ^ne;n 
■T S-ReT) JCS M-327-63 to SecDef, 20 Apr 63, JMF 3050 
(11 Feb 63) sec 7. 



/- , ^ i-o Aon fTSA) reoiiested comments on an ACDA draft 

r Aj^f- test^bln treaty, dated 2U Hay 63. JCS "Jted there 
.^0^^ were no significant changes from the drafts of 11 

^ Ul' ftnH March- all three contained no provision 

Tor aLowIng'tests below the threshold of det action. 
JCS argued that this treaty could allcv the.Sovleta 
to conduct "highly significant and valuable 
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clandestine tests, ^J'LiSSJ^ 

zo move ahead of the ^JaiJ^^^Soption • • 

importance. Accordingly. JJS stated tna^ bo p 

of the treaty in Its present form would te con 

trary to US security Interests. 

TC) to SecDef , 13 Jun 63. JMP 3050 = 

(11 Feb 63) Bee 8. 

17 Jiin 65 ICS commented on a draft statement to be used by 

17 Jun 63 AsBifltant Secretary of Defense (JSA) before the .. 

Stennla Subcommittee. They ■"Bfested 

ca??on8 and warned that, even with these changes, 
THP ?he statement should not be considered as an 

expression of JCS views on *"bject of U5/U5bn 
« military balance, which would be furnished later. 

^fS^T^?^ ;iey made the following comments on the paper: 

(General) ^ nTits analysis of the possible gains to be 

achieved through "cheatlDB,*^ by clandestine testa, 

■ ^'"(I'J'^rinS^restlmated the probable future 
effect of advances In nuclear technology on 
weapons systems ^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^S"?":,, 
. ship between offensive and defensive capabilities, 
that IS. strategic delivery vehicles and ABM 

^^'uTit appeared to be contradictory, l^i that 
It is umedTcondJtlon of mutual strategic deter- 
rence but at the same time postulated that 

[^cflcaf nuclear weapons "^^oS^ld'Se liktly 

a limited war because escalation would be llKciy 

to nficur. 

By I. f 



22 Jun 63 



in »un».»ry, the JCS Jl=aB«ed Jbaslcally^ with 

??!tarv"hauScrS continued 'u"«str?cted 

^estTn^anS^^'cuSdiaflne Soviet testing under the 

¥?|?S?^lM-U6?-6rtS*l.cEef, 17 Jun 63. JMF 3050 
(6 Jun 63) sec 2. 



ICS forwarded to SecDef a copy of the JCS comments 
jcb lorwaiucu - i-T»Afttv submitted by them 

«^??ecwve lafe^irdS " However, the JCS found 

Sr?ro"te^t?^6 :"le"uo«ln6 the Soviets to 

test clandestinely. 
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(2) The quota of seven on-site inspections was 
too few. 

(3) The provisions governlns on-site Inspec- . 
•tlons were too restrictive. ^ 

{U) Withdrawal should be allowed Kfter 60 
days, not 120. 

The JCS argued that, through clandestine 



(TS-RD) JOSM-463-63 to SecDef, 22 Jun 63i 
JMP 3050 (6 Jun 63) sec 2. 



For CJCS use at an lISC Meeting on 9 Jul 63, a 
talking paper was prepared that summarized JCS 
positions on the following subjects: Proposal to 
ban weapons of mass destruction In orbit; pro- 
poaal to halt production of fissionable materials,- 
under appropriate safeguards; proposal to trans- 
fer fissionable materials to peaceful uses; pro- 
posal for E-47 /Badger destruction; proposal for 
exchange of military missions; proposal for ad- 
vance notification of military movement and 
maneuvers; prooosal to declare denuclearized zone; 
proposal to use budgetary data to check litrtltatlonfi 



( T 5J 5AAC-T -15>63> 9 Jul 63, JMF 3050 (9 Jul 63) 
(1). 



5AAC- ' i'-i^- 63 (rev.) 9 Jul"63i JMF 305o" (9 Jul 63) 
(1). 
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month, and It had been approved by Sectef on 
23 May 63. The JCS repeated reeervatlons wpress- 
ed previously (most recently In JCSM-I86-63, 8 Mar 
6'^), that B-47S should not be removed from the 
active inventory ahead of the Phase-out program In 
order to provide aircraft for the ACDA proposal. 
Also, the proposal should be specifically restricted 
to B-ii7B and Badgers. In order to precluce destruc- 
tion of later-model aircraft such as the B-5». 
Finally, agreement to continue monthly destruction 
into a third year should be deferred until the end 
of the two -year program , r»r»En 

(TS) to SecDef , 27 Jul 63, JMF 3050 

(7 Dec 62) sec 2. 



A*, rir^ T^Quest J- 5 prepared a list of principles 
T Aug 63 cSt^la surroundlng^n acceptable disarmament 

treaty. After reviewing this study,, the JCS 
questioned two underlying assumptions 1"^*^ terms 
n? T^eference- (l) that an equalizatlon-of-f orces 
Disarmament SLamlmen? iroiram between NATO and the Warsaw 

(General) ?^;?™u!d mSIStain stability; (2) that deterrence • 

could be established by abstention of each side 
from measures to defend Its PoPlfl^^^J^^^"? f orcis " 
areas. JCS contended that equalization of forces 
woSld not lead to stability; the Jf"?^ °^ ."SI 
equalization was "counter to the time-tested US 
policy of maintaining nuclear superiority. Ij^j^ct, 
equalization between such unlike alliances as NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact was not practically attainable. 
JCS considered that deterrence was best achieved 
through retention of a capability to engage and 
defeat the enemy at all levels of conflict In any 
geographic area. „_ 
Is j^^Pu^bf -63 to CJCS, 7 Aug 63, JMF 3050 
{9 Jul 63). 



Auc 63 JCS informed Senator Richard B. Russell, Chairman, 

2^ Aug b3 Committee on Armed Services, that they had 

dev-loped criteria for testing the adequacy of 
nlans and rrograms in support of the treaty safe- 
guards included in their statement on the limited 
fest ban treaty made to the Preparedness Investl- 



Eatlnc Subcommittee. , v , ^ ^4. -*« 

^ ThI four safeguards were: (l) the conduct of 
eortlnuine underground nuclear tests; (2) tne 
maintenance of laboratory facilities and programs 
?n theoretical and exnloraton/ nuclear technology; 
(5) the maintenance of facilities and resources 
necessary to resume atmospheric tests promptly, if 
needed! the improvement of the US capability to 
Monitor thi tenr.s of the treaty. The JCS set forth 
the criteria that they believed should be applicable 
to insure the adequacy of these safeguards 
(TJ} Ltr, C JCS to sen Russell.. 23 Aug 63, JriF 3050 
(15 Aug'63) sec 1. 
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ACDA asked whether aerial reconnaissance was able 
to detect concentrations and preparations for a 
Soviet attack In Europe. The JCS indicated that 
available US recce squadrons could "possibly 
provide the necessary surveillance/ but they 
recommended intensified low-altitude coverage 
and inclusion of non-US NATO unite. JCS emphasized, 
however, that aerial inspection alone did not con- 
stitute an. effective verification system for-- 
policing a force-level agreement. Also, the ability 
to detect enemy force concentrations would not 
necessarily give advance warning of surprise attack; 
It would be Important to guard against the false 
sense of security engendered by an air Inspection 
agreement . . ^ ^ /«i , « 

(T5) JCSM- 673-63 to SecDef, 29 Aug 63, JMP 9160/2410 

(12 Aug 63). 

JCS replied to several requests from ASD (ISA) for 
comment on various matters. One was the establish- 
ment of ground and airfield observation posts . In 
JCSM-170-52, 9 March I962, JCS had stressed that the 
US should develop Its own position on this matter 
in some detail before seeking agreement with the 
Soviets. To aid in developing a position, JCS had 
undertaken to develop an outline plan for estab- 
lishing observation posts; pending Its availability, 
they believed that the US should avoid detailed 
negotiations v;lth the USSR or with its own allies. 

JCS also provided comments on .the following 
proposals prepared as alternatives to a Soviet 
proposal of 20 November 195S: 

(1) Agreement limited to control posts alone: 
This would reduce considerably the possibility of 
detecting a rapid concentration of forces for a 
surprise attack, but would be acceptable as a 
separate agreement if (a) the control posts were 
located and operated so as to provide optimum 
safeguards against surprise attack, and (b) the 
procedures for advance notification, if any, were 
restricted to military movements directly related 
zz NATO and did not include NATO-assigned sub- 
marine movements or unilateral US force deploy- 
ments outside the area of Allied Command Europe- 
Warsaw Pact. 

(2) Agreement limited to control posts plus 
' aerial photography : This should be sought in 

preference to (1) above. The aerial surveillance 
should be carried out on a 2U-hour, all-weather 
basis, with no restriction on sensing equipment. 
The zone of aerial observation should be as large 
as possible, negotiations on ground observation 
posts should seek provision for the use of unarmed 
aircraft to augment the capability of those posts. 

(3) Agreement providing for control posts, aerial 
photograchy, and a reduction of foreign troops in 
Europe: The US should oppose any major reduction 

or limitation ,cf NATO forces in Europe until the 
causes cf world tension had been reduced and an 
adequate verification system to police any force 
reduction agreement was in operation. An agree- 
ment on observation posts could be a first step 
toward achievement of this objective. Further, all 
proposals to reduce troops in Europe must be 
analyzed to make certain that they did not place 
NATO at a mlll-ary disadvantage because of the 
shorter Soviet lir.^s cf communicatlcn. Assuming 
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reduction In the causes of world tensions, any- 
major troop reductions would also have to be 
evaluated In terms of their Impact on NATO 
strategy and force planning. A significant 
general purpose force reduction would result In 
greater reliance upon nuclear weapons and could 
lead to a downward trend In Europe's defense 
efforts at a time when the US was seeking to 
. • • further build up Its forces 

Concerning a specific plan to reduce foreign 
troops in Europe to five divisions on each side, 
JCS said this might be acceptable If It followed 
estabXlahment of observation posts, aerial sur- 
veillance, and adequate verification procedures. 
It. would require 2 British, 2 French, and 2 
Belgian divisions to withdraw from West Germany 
to their national boundaries. The Soviets would 
have to withdraw 15 divisions from East Germany; ■ 
hence NATO would make a relative gain. However, 
there was a risk that the Soviets might station 
volunteers or disguised units within East Oermany, 

(k) Agreement providing for control posts, 
aerial surveillance, and reduction of foreign 
troops in Europe, and removal. of weapons of mass 
destruction from Germany: This would be unaccept- 
able, since there appeared to be no satisfactory 
method of determining the yield of nuclear war- 
heads "by verification procedures that would be 
acceptable from a security (restricted data) point 
of view. Further, there is no present indication 
of Soviet weapons of mass destruction in East 
GettTTiany . " i 

(5) Agreement providing for observation posts 
Including airfields, but without aerial inspection, 
and fbr reduction of forces by one-third in 
Germany rather than in Europe: Airfields should 
be included among the observation posts, but 
aerial inspection should not be eliminated. The 
reduction of foreign forces by one-third in 
Germany would be unacceptable, because it would 
Impose a reduction on US forces that could destroy 
the military and political cohesion of the 
alliance. A troop reduction would be acceptable 
if its size were left to be determined after a 
successful period of operation of effective obser- 
vation posts and aerial Inspection. 

Based on the above analysis JCS .believed that 
the US should offer a comprehensive alternative 
to the Soviet proposal that would prevent NATO from 
becoming immediately involved in discussing troop 
reductions in Europe or removal of weapons of mass 
destruction from Germany. A proposal should be 
sought that was more compatible with NATO "politi- 
cal sensitivities and military planning." It 
should be based on the fundamental principle that 
the firsts step toward agreement between the two 
blocs should be to acquire agreed knowledge of the 
military forces and movements of the other side, 
beginning v/lth a comprehensive control and inspec- 
tion plan for the IIATO and Warsaw Pact areas. The 
k inspection area should be as large as possible; 

aerial Inspection, observation posts with team 
mobility, and overlapping radar coverage should be 
Included, but there should be no control or inspec- 
tion of nuclear weapons as such. Such a plan. In 
the JCS view, would be more acceptable than any of 
the alternatives suggested; It would be limited In 
scope, but would provide for reduction in the 
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causes of tension and would provide a basis for 
testing Soviet Intentions before further steps 
w ere taken . 

S) JCSM-685-63 to SecDef, 3 Sep 63, JMF 4991 

10 Aug 63) sec 1. 

<TCS~forwarded to SecDef a detailed plan, promised 
Mji- JCSM-685-63 of 3 Sep 63, for observation posts 
In Warsaw Pact countries. The Appendix furnished 
a list of desired locations, as well as proposed 
composition and functions of mobile observation 
teams, JCS stated that analysis Indicated that 
observation posts, coupled with mobile observation 
teams and aerial surveillance, could provide a 
measure of warning against conventional (but not 
nuclear) attack. Satisfactory mobility and com- 
munications constituted the keys to a militarily 
useful sys tem. 

/S) JCSM-773-63 to SecDef, U Oct 63. JMF ^991 

(10 Aug 63) sec 2. 



ASD (ISA) requested comments on a draft memo for 
the Committee of Deputies and upon a proposal pre- 
sented by Mr, Gromyko regarding weapons In space. 
In order to lessen the possibility of disadvantage- 
ous amendments, JCS favored a bilateral agreement 
rather than a resolution in either the UN or the 
iS-natlon meeting. Also, they preferred a decla- 
ration of Intentions to a formal treaty (jr Joint 
executive agreement, because no means existed to 
verify USSR compliance with banning of orbital 
weapons of mass destruction. Further, JCS feared 
that agreement 'might lead to a diminution of the 
US military space effort, with dangerous results; 
measures should be taken to prevent this. Finally, 
any Joint declaration should contain a withdrawal 
provision. As tc the Sovl 



let proposal, JCS thought 
ns of mass destruction 



rather than "objects carrying nuclear weapons," 
Other chan ges were outlined in an Appendix. 
(S) JCSH-785-63 to SecDef, 7 Oct 63, JMF 305O 
(1 Oct 63) sec 1. 

JCS repeated their criticisms of the draft "Treaty 
.^^ op. General and Complete Disarmament" tabled by the 
' OS at Geneva in April I962. Stage I was Inadequate 
for three reasons : there v;as no provision for 
participation by Communist China and all other mili- 
tarily significant states; there v/as no requirement 
for an effective control organization to be In 
place prior to the start of reductions; limitations 
precluded testing of prototypes and modernization 
of retained armaments. Additionally, the treaty 
outline described a verification system that had 
not been proved reliable, and it lacked a clause 
allowing rapid withdrawal. At the end of Stage III, 
also, defense of the US would te entrusted to the 
United nations, JCS believed that disarmament 
should progress ty phased measures, beginning with 
the following progression : observation posts with 
limited mobility; partial aerial surveillance; 
mobile observation teams; full aerial surveillance. 
After these steps had been successfully tested, 
the nucleus of an Inspection system for arms con- 
trol agreements v;culd exist. Hov/ever, JCS believed 
the draft General and Complete Disarmament Treaty 
presented "an un'-mrranced risk" to US security be- 
cause of the "vague, incomplete and untested safe- 
guards des cribed therein." 

TS) JCSM-776-63 to Seclef , 8 Oct 63, JMF 3050 
(9 Jii:. 63) in). 



31 



■ y 
.8 'Oct 63 i P 

Dl sarmamenx 
(General ) 

Verification 

Communist China. 

LTBT 

CTKT 

Cut-off of 

Fissionable 

Materials 

Force 

Reductions 

Reduction oi 
Risk of War 
by Accident 

NPT 



The Special Assistant for Arms Control (SAAC) 
submitted a report commenting on a letter of 
29 Aug 63 from Director, ACDA, which had listed 
US proposals tabled (or authorized for tabling) 
at the 18-Natlon Disarmament Conference and 
still pending there. SAAC eammarized the JCS 
position on each of these proposals, as pre- 
vlous.ljL expressed, and In some cases provided 
evaluations of the proposals In the light of 
the JCS views. The subjects of the proposals 
vf^re as follows : 

• ^(1) Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty 
on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peace- 
ful World: JCS views were stated in JCSM-269-62, 
10 Apr 62; JCSM-389-62, 19 May 62. The preaent 
outline, thougti revised several times, was objec- 
tionable to JCS because It : did not provide for 
participation in Stage I by Communist China;- did 
not provide for an effective control organization 
to be operational before Stage I began; Involved 
an untested verification system (Zonal Inspection 
Concept); listed armaments in a manner disadvanta- 
geous to the US {by highlighting strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles and AICBMs); Incorporated 
limitations in Stage I that would preclude modern- 
ization of authorized armaments and testing of 
improved armaments; and would not allov? US with- 
drawal for reasonable cause and without undue 
delay. The JCS position was that disarmament 
should progress gradually and should req\ilre the 
USSR to display its sincerity; also that there 
should be an e,ffective verification system, 

(2) Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons in 
the Atmosphere, Outer Space, and Undenvater: 
This draft was no longer relevant owing to the 
present Limited Test Ban Treaty. JCS views on 
the latter were that the risks inherent in It 
could be accepted if adequate safeguards were 
established. 

(3) Draft Treaty Banning Weapons Tests in All 
Environments: The ACDA version was unsatisfactory 
to JCS primarily because it would prohibit all 
tests, including those having essentially no proba- 
bility of detection (thus preventing the US from 
testing while allowing the Soviets to test clan- 
destinely). Also, It provided only seven on-site 
inspections, which were not enough, and was too 
restrictive in the provisions governing these 
Inspections'. 

(ii) Cut-off of.. Production of Fissionable 
Material : JCS views had been expressed on 23 Mar- 
61 ;jCSM-ie2^6l ) and reaffirmed on 50 Aug 61; 
also 5 Jan 63 (JCSM-9-63). 

(5) Transfer of Fissionable Material; JCS 
vlev/s had been exoressed in JCSM-137-62, 24- Feb 
62, and JCSM-9-63i 5 Jan 63. 

(6) Military ExDedltures: JCS views in 
JCSH-53-62, 23, Jan 62. 

(7) Destruction of Medium Jet Bombers: JCS 
had "emphasized that aircraft should not be 
removed from active inventory ahead of the phase- 
out program in order to provide flyable aircraft 
for the ACDA proposal"; had noted that destruction 
of medium Jet bombers, If approved, should be 
restricted to E-^7/EAEGER aircraft, and should 
not Include later model aircraft such as the B-58; 
and had considered that any agreement to continue 
the monthly rate of destruction into a third year 

should be deferred until the end of the two-year 
program. 
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(8) Reduction of ArmamentB In Sta|e-I: JCS 

(9) oGter Space: JCS views expressed In 

JCSM-785-63, 7 Oct 63- • 

flO) Risk of War Measures: Risk of war 
measures contained in Section F of Stage I 
rompS«d'?f4%lements of Which o^^ 

comunlcatlons Detween Jl^^J^ ^LSf^t^g fSur, 
already been Implemented. The remaining lou*, 
and JCS views thereon,^were:^^ ^^',^7^61'' 
n.ents ink SalSSvers: See JCSM-96-63, 1 Feb 63 

^^^^^^ir^^^abufh^i^i Of Observation Posts: 
JCS had no reservations except to stress that 

before seeking agreement with |' ^gl)""^ jcs " 

should be consulted (JCSM--685-63, 3 Sep ^J;- ^'^^ 
had developed, and forwarded to SecDef, a Pj*^ 
?Sr es^lbllshient of observation P°«*^' "'^'^'i^* 
Inspection teams, and aerial surveillance, 
mspecuxu J. ffliiitary Missions: JCS 

a form Qi recogiiiv.j.*-'" w* ron«?idered 

latlon, or failure of communications: No JCS 

JCS Views were contained in JCSM>727-62. 18 Sep 
Co bnt were currently being reexamined, 
^ '(13) S?age I Reduction of Armed Forces: JCS 
views excrelsed in JCSM-^89-62, 2 Jul 62, and 
fcllU-W, 5 Jan 63. ^he draft treaty 
oblectlonable because it did not refer to verlil 
cation of retained force levels and called for 
beginning of force level reductions t>e fore the 
pintles Ixchanged declarations concerning exlst- 

^"^ThriAAC report went on to list general 
criteria established by JCS In October 1963 as 
necersa-y for any acceptable arms co^itrol and 
SlsI^Snt proposals. These criteria were as 

""^'urReductlon of world ^«?|i°2ntlv°riL?r5f ' 
ary measures that would significantly reduce US 

^'farAgreementr^^requiring.ignlflcant^r^^^^^^ 

in US military capability 'j*"^^ ^^7^^%^°"^^^^^ 
7^^\■^rs^^Ana■ hPfore telne implemented by tne . 
following A!l°mLltarny significant states must 

^^"""^ (b)''ireffectlve verlflcitlon system must 

be established^^^^^^^^^^ control organization must 

b° established and cperaticnal. 1 
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seJ-Uerfst'S? participating nations to oMerve 
*'*Mr^L?S^»enr^hiu!n^o?;e. at a rate tjat 

shouia provide for ai ^ definite time 

anS forvertflcation of the Implementation 
of"Sih ?2a^ before transition to the next. 

G?) ! 

(85 Any agreement should per3t US wlth4ra»al 
10; ""i,"?! „.,,,. and without undue delay. 

,,e ie^tted! S least during the early phaaea of 
•^^^t™rL?^-tlons on a™aa»nt^^^^^^ 
^rtho?fzer?e?riSe3'4rJlSt;?4.''or the fabrication 

°' V^2)°'AS"pro^brtlon"on weapons of mass destruc- 
tloi in space ortlt must not include a ban on all 

military space activities^ 

.lr^5ilr!^rc?S:^°th^''jcrchL;San on 27 Nove^'oer 

^ l^^jflu i/ 3imi-l. 8 Oct 63, and (TS) L^J^ CJCS 
A'ci:^, 27 NOV 63; JMF 3050 (29 Aug 63). 



j(::SM>d 02-63 to SecDer7l9 Oct 65. JMF ^991 
l6 Sep 63). 
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At the request of ASD (ISA), JCS had reconsidered 
the concept of a Latin American nuclear-free zone. 
They reaffirmed the views expresaed on 10 Nov 62 
(JCSM-877-62), that a nuclear-free zone in Latin 
America or anywhere else would work to the detri- 
ment of the US and should be accepted only as 
lart of a broader arms control agreement.. 
S) JCSH-849-63 to SecDef , 1 Nov 63, JMF 3050 
7 Oct 63). • 
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In response to request by ASD (ISA), JCS reviewed 
a staff paper on Stage I force levels, forwarded 
by the US Mission at Geneva. JCS did not agree 
that Western and Soviet proposals were near agreement 
on manpower ceilings. The USSR figure of I.9 
million Included civilian employees, while the US 
figure of 2.1 million excluded them. Also, a 
common definition of "civilian employees" was not 
feasible because of inherent differences in the 
two societies and their military establishments. 
On another pclnt, JCS argued that the level of 
reserves could best be reduced through agreement 
upon the level of retained armaments. 
iC) JCSM-B23-63 to SecDef , 1 Nov 63, JMF 3050 
(3 Oct 63). 

SecDef requested the JCS to comment upon an ACDA 
proposal for US-USSR exchange of mllitarv missions, 
to assist In "damping crisis situations.'' JCS 
believed this idea had little military vdlue and 
should not be pursued. In crisis times, mission 
members could pot provide better information than 
regular diplomatic personnel. The miaslon would 
have primarily an inteliigence-collection function, 
and a relaxation of access and travel in the USSR 
would be necessary in order to perform this, JCS 
noted that coordination with US allies would be 
required before the bilateral negotiations were 
Initiated . 

(5) JC2M-d69-63 to SecDef, 13 Nov 63i JMF 3050 

(11 Oct 63). 

ASD (ISA) requested JCS td develop (1) alternative 
proposals allowing reductions of US ground forces 
m Europe, possibly with other Allies replacing 
them, and (2) simplification of the Overlapping 
Radar Proposal contained in JCSM-685-63. JCS 
opposed any force reductions until there had been 
(1) a major reduction in the causes of world 
tension, (2) establishment cf an adequate verifi- 
cation system, and (3) agreement upon revised NATO 
strategy. If reduction were agreed upon, the best 
military arrangements (owing tc the distances 
involved) would be to station 5 US divisions In 
West Germany and return other units to their home- 
lands; alternatively, political commitment might 
better be demonstrated by the stationing of 3 US, 
1 UK, and 1 French division. There should be no 
reductions of tactical air and US support forces. 
An Appendix provided fuller Information on the 
Overla ppin g Padar Fropcsal. 

(TS) JcSM-S8?-63 to SecCef, 19 Nov 63, JJIF 305O 
(10 Oct 63) (1) sec 1. 




10 Dec 63 JCS furnished views on certain criteria for US 

y/ support of a nuclear-free zone, promulgated by 

Dept of State as the basis of US policy for 
support of such zones. The criteria were as 

Npz Q follows: (1) nuclear weapons must not form a 

■ > Vvi^^ part of the existing balance of power in the 
riV-^'-^ area; (2) the initiative for such a zone should 

\j\ ' come from the area concerned, with all or most 

of the countries participating; (3) adequate 
verification and Inspection procedures would be 
established; and (^) essential US transit rights 
would be preserved. The JCS reaffirmed the views 
they had set forth In JC3M-849'63 of 1 Nov 63. 
The criteria were consistent with these views , 
the JCS said, but were Incomplete and should be 
extended to Incorporate the JCS conviction that 
the establishment of a nuclear-free xone any- 
where in the world must be In the context of a 
broader arms agreement with the USSR. 
(5) JCSM-9 53-63 to SecBef, 10 Dec 63. Jr^P 3050 
(13 Nov 63). 

j(o Dec 63 Commenting on a draft position paper dealing with 

c\_L^ military bases, preoared for use at the IB-Natlon 
(jVi -|-^ Disarmament Conference, the JCS recommended that 

^ the United States: (1) adhere to a strict inter- 

Force pretation of the approved Presidential guidance 

Reductions that the US discuss base reduction only after sub- 

XBases) stantlal progress had been made towara agreeing 

on the reduction of armaments and armed forces; 
(2) not consider exchanging lists of bases to be 
reduced; (5) adopt the position that base 
reductions must come only as a consequence of 
reduction of tensions, of armaments, and of force 

•(2r'JCSM-l011-63 to SecDef, 30 Dee 63, JMF 3050 

{19 Dec 63). 

i^O De^ 63 JCS commented on several updated position papers 

W 2 18-Natlcn Disarmament Conference 

.AOiJ<v- ~when it reconvened on 21 January 196^. A paper 
\)V on Armed Force Reductions was approved as written. 

Papers on other subjects were Judged acceptable 
Disarmament with seme modifications, as follows: 

(General) (1) Armaments: This should be modified to 

reflect treaty language as tabled at Geneva on 
10 Dec 1962, rather than the draft treaty out- 
line of 18 Apr 1962. This recommendation had 
already been made to ACDA by the JCS Chairman on 
27 Nov 1963. The position paper should be con- 
. slstent with the latest US position on Stage I 
arms reductions as modified by JCS recommendations 

m JCSM-63S-D2, 1? Aug 1962. 

(5) un Peace Force: JCS agreed that such a 
force was desirable in general, but not until 
agreements were reached that placed control In a 
political mechanism tc which the US cculd entrust 
its security. Until such assurance could be had, 
national capabilities should not be reduced below 
the level of effective self-defense. 

(5) Peace-Keeping Measures: JCS objected to 
^ emphasis in this paper on achievement of progress 

in' substantive dlsarmamem: . The principal US 
objectl'/e, they believed, should be to achieve 
progress In more feasible separate measures that 
would reduce tensions and would encourage politi- 
cal settlements before any substantive disarmament 
was undertaken . 

' O JCSM-i 015-65 tc Secref, 30 Dec 63, JMF 3050 
!l9 E«c 63). 
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reductions of forces in Europe. The JCS con- 
gidered militarily acceptable the 'Withdrawal of 
Pnree not more than 20 percent of foreign-based ground 

ReSSctions forces from OermaSy alone. Farther study was 

Reductions necessary before recommendations regarding 

Sosllble mutual reductions in air forces and 
- logistic su pport troops *'Ould become possible 
i T 5) J(!i^M> 1015-63 to SecDef , 30 Dec 63, JHF 3050 
10 Oct 63) (1) sec 2. 
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The JCS co.T.men-ed en suojects in updated US 
pdslilon papers for the 1&-Naticn Disarmament 
Conference (ZliDC) . They poir.red cut concerning 
the International Disarmament Crganizaticn 
that there was no provlsior. for an effective 
control organization operational before the 
srart of Stage I. Concerning military expend- 
itures, the JCS offered no objection to the 
establishment of an Experts Comriissicn of the 
Conference (as proposed In the papers^ to 
exar.ine infcrxation on nillltary expenditures 
and budgets cc facilitate understandings 
possibly leading to useful budgetary processes 
in the arms control - field , but they reec-nmended 
that llmltatlors be established to prevent the 
divulging of sensitive or classified data. 
iC; to SecDef, 8 Jan ok, JUP 3C50 

(19 £>ec 55 ^ sec 2. 

The JCS authorized che presentation to ACDA 
of -a briefing containing an expression of their . 
concern regarding possible l.-npact of Stage I 
disarmament action on US. They -be lie ved that 
dlsamaricnt ahculi progress by phased and safe- 
guarded measures designed to approach disarma- 
ment gradually and to provide the USSR oppor- 
tunity to display its sincerity. Partial 
steps would te conducive to detente, which 
must precede substantial disarmament, T^he JCS 
further believed that arms control proposals 
could be Dlanned that would :neet JCS criteria 
(they included Ik), be acceptable to US allies, 
and be more negotiable thar. the treaties then 
dormant in Geneva. Such proposals could begin 
with an agreement cn observation posts and 
other Risk of V/ar r.sasures. When these measures 
were in effect, both sides would have the 
nucleus for an inspection system. The JCS 
suggested that some limited disarmament measures 
could be undertaken after a framework for verifi- 
cation had beer, established and, preferably, 
after Risk of War agreements had croved effective. 
Subseauer.tly, tne CJC3 ( CM -li50-6li , 1^ Feb 6U) 
stated that the above did not constitute a JCS 
policy position , 

The JCS cc-ier.tcd to Seclef or. the second of 
two -^tfrillar AC3A proposals to reduce nuclear 
delivery vehicles (MEVs' cy 3- percent ever a 
three-year period. The JCS criticized the 
original plan because its verification methods 
relied cn' intelligence ratner than cn site 
insDection; It considers: HIVs in isclatlon from 
other weapons systsr.s; it denied an .A3M system 
to the iJS vfnile r.erely cutting Soviet A5Ms by 
50 percent; it wculc lir.it US flexibility in 
tarietin; nucl'ear v/saocns, and especially because 
i: called for = 30 percent reduction in 'JS 
tactical :iDV= •.;i:noj: any reduction i'n the 
superior! :y cf Soviet r round 
factors vcult redu:e naticna! 
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?he second ACIA clan 



exemctec r.cst y£ tactical M^Vs from the reduction 
but tne JCS remained opposed to such a basic' 
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isolating and reducing "S nuclear strength ano 
evcidlnc'verin :a-lcn c:' reT.ainin^ armaments, 
v!. j:^M-15-6-: to =ec:e;, 13 Jan o-: [S) JCS:-!- 
25-^^ tt £ec:ef, Ic Jan 6^: JTI? 3-5- '.21 ^c 
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The JCSOsubmitted to SecDef recommended changes 
In -a proposed statement by the President to the 
Geneva Conference of the l8-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament. They recommended deletion of a 
paragraph calling for a freeze on strategic 
nuclear weapons systems, but subsequently with- 
drew that recommendation in light of SecDef 's 
proposed revision of the paragraph and subject 
to their other suggested changes— including a 
statement on safeguarding the security of all 
nations. JCS concurred in a paragraph treating 
production of fissionable material with the 
understanding that it In no way affected pro- 
duction of availability of tritium. They did 
not concur in a subparagraph calling for estab- 
lishment of nuclear-free zones, since they 
believed such a proposal militarily disadvanta- 
geous to t he US . 

TC) JC5M-yi-6ii to SecDef. 17 Jan 6^4; (C) JCSM- 
kl-^h to SecDef, l8 Jan 64; both in JMF 3050 
( 17 Jan, 64) . 

The JCS commented cn the final position 
(Annex E) of the ACDA position paper on obser- 
vation posts. The JCS suggested detailed 
changes to the plan to bring it into consonance 
with earlier JCS recommendations, including an 
increase in mobility of observation teams. 
Inclusion of unrestricted organic communications 
for them, the use of sophisticated sensors of 
types, rejection of host -country aircraft 
pilots, and Iricreases in manpower and equlp- 
ment . 

(5) jCSM-49-6il to SecDef, 25 Jan 64, JMF 3050 
(10 Aug 63) sec 4. 

The JCS commented on an ACDA draft of instructions 
for the US Delegation at Geneva concerning a 
program of collateral measures on control of 
nuclear weapons, fissionable materials, and 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (NDVs) . 
They recommended that the draft instructions 
be Incorporated into a broader arms control 
package with specifics of safeguards Involved 
in each measure fully developed by ACDA. Final 
judgment on the proposed instructions should be 
held in abeyance pending revlev; of the revised 
information. The JCS understood that .the ACDA 
paper had already been sent to Geneva, but they 
believed that their views were still pertinent 
for use in further development and refinement 
'of the US position prlcr to negotiation. 
iC) JCSM- 27-6^4 to SecDef, 29 Jan 6^, Jl'lF 3C50 
(7 Jan 6^) 

The JCS found twc updated position papers for 
EIIDC on chemical and biclcglcel v;eapons and on 
staging, transition, and time limits generally 
suitable for use by the US Delegation at Geneva. 
They endorsed the need for an ACDA study of 
the arms control and disarmament aspects of 
chemical and biological weapons and requested 
an oDoortjr.l i^- to review the study. 
(C) 5'C3M-d9-6^ to SecDef, 30 Jan 64, JI4F 3050 



(19 



Dec 63) sec 2. 



i| Feb 6U IT 

The soviet pro- 
posax called for the ellmlr^Stion of all NDVa 
• during Stage I of the OCD treaty^except for 

cMnv retention by the US and USSR, ^J-thin their 

^^^"^ SSn ?arrlto?.y, of a limited 

L-B* ■'■ antlmlBfllle miSBllea, and surface-to-air 

Sasilea ufitll the end of the disarmament 
. proceaa. il. 



^ The JCS rejected 
the Qromyko proposal because of a lack ot, 
verification end paacekeeplnK features- ^ 



10 Feb 6^ 
Limitation 



(5) xm --B 6 -ek to aecDef.-'ti Feb Sk, JMF 3*50 
(12 r>ec 63) (A) . 

commenting on a revised {CDA paper on mlUtBry 
Px-DcndltureB for use at the ENDC, the J^a 7~"t. 
a^dered the paper suitable for auch use subject 

sSn.Sc. with the termB of 

fos flon ?hS? thi^i V... aoobt reaardlng^the 
feasltlUty and acceptability of a formi 
limitation of military expenditures as an 
element of t he disarmament P'oe'J'in ,obo 
fei JflBH-lW -S" to SecDef , 10 Feb SH, JMF 305° 
(19 Dee 63) sec 3. 

Con^entln, on an *C.. ^"-^,-,^^^^1- rtf^^^^^ 

^TlV\t rriJ^-UsTo-ilon "^ZrlT' 

Tt IS oart of a broader arms control ^^"^1%-.. 
* ^ ^ r^Tl/ror Soviet concessions sufficient 

ment Pro^l-^^:"£^^°'^«„°''i!litary disadvantage to 
to compensate for any military ^ 
the US' (2) inclusion of preservation of US 
VllnA't rlKhts non-restrlctlon of movement of 
na';al shlpf end lillltary aircraft, and respect 
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for the traditional sovereignty of a US Navy 
commissioned ship and US military aircraft to 
be exempt from inspection requirements. 
(S) JCSfUi08-6i+ to SecDef . 11 Feb 64, JMF 3050 
(19 Dec 63) sec 3. 

In a review of an ACDA draft US Disarmament 
Measures Paper on outer space, the JCS emphasized 
that there ahould be: (1) no acceptance by the 
US of pre launch inspection of space vehicles in 
connection with any agreement short of general 
and complete disarmament; (2) no deviation from 
the position that satellites for purposes such 
as observation and warning were not only non- 
aggressive in nature, tut were of .positive, 
peaceful value in reducing risk of war through 
accident and miscalculation. Even under GCD, 
the JCS had reservations on inclusion of pre- 
launch Inspection as part of Stage I in view 
of technological changes that had taken place 
In satellite observation techniques, ballistic 
missile systems, and anti -sa telllte capabilities 
since the US position In that regard was for- 
mulated. 

T5) JCSM-121-6i4 to SecDef, 12 Feb 64, JMF 3050 



19 Dec 63) sec 3. 

VJlth reference to a proposed ACDA presentation 
at Geneva on "Illustration of Potential Effect 
of a Production Freeze on US Strategic Ballistic 
Missile Inventory," the CJCS warned SecDpf that 
such a presentation would disclose security 
information of great value to the Soviets. He 
suggested that US delegates In Geneva refrain 
from any explanations that went beyond guidance 
already furnished until the US Government 
developed its position of the freeze concept, 
(C) CM- 1195-6^1 to SecDef, Ik Feb 64. JMF 3O5O 
(22 Jan 6^^) (B). 

The "JCS informed SecDef that a preliminary 
analysis of the effects of implementation of a 
freeze on strategic nuclear offensive and 
defensive vehicles revealed problems of great 
complexity both In definition of specific 
elements involved in a freeze and in their 
subsequent negotiation. Such a freeze would 
require careful study of such subordinate 
questions as the replacement of vehicles that 
had passed out of production, the cut-off of 
fissionable material production, changes in 
missile reliability, and the effect of further 
dispersal and hardening of missile launch sites 
upon probable consequences of a freeze. The 
JCS believed that the required comprehensive 
verification syster. v/ould involve intrusion 
into national privacy of signatory countries 
to a greater extent than the USSR had ever 
oeen willing tc accepi. They considered that 
there was real doubt as to whether practical 
solutions could be found to meet the conditions 
necessary to make the freeze concept acceptable 
froir. the o oint of national security. 
(TS-RIij JCSM-12S-6^ to SecDef, 15 Feb o^, 
JMF 3050 (22 Jar o^^ sec 3, 

Commenting on an ACDA paper on basic elements 
of a freeze cr. nuclear vehicles, the JCS stated 
it would be extremely difficult to find practi- 
cal solutions to make the freeze concept 
acceptable from the point of view of national 
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.security and yet sufficiently attractive to 
Induce the USSR to negotiate seriously. The 
JCS were not In accord with the ACDA views on 
categories, replacement, hardening and dispersal, 
fissionable material cut-off, research and 
development limitations, and production facili- 
ties for new types. Consequently, they recom- 
mended modification of the ACDA paper prior to 
any release outside the US Government, 
(S) JCSM-lii7.6i4 to SecDef. 22 Feb 6^, JMF 305O 
(22 Feb 6U) (A) aec 1. 

Conunentlng on an ACDA paper on verification of 
a freeze on strategic nuclear vehicles, the 
JCS found that the subject paper would apparently 
place major reliance on US intelligence for 

..verification and made no provision for aerial 
surveillance and unscheduled on-site inspections, 
other than of production facilities, at US 
option. They believed that the verification 
system negotiated should be completely sufficient 
within itself to assure compliance to the 
agreement without reliance on US Intelligence; 
intelligence should be relied on only to validate 
any list of installations, to crosscheck infor- 
mation obtained from the Inspection system, and 
to establish priorities for the type and area 
of inspection. Any other role could compromise 
US intelligence sources with degradation of 
Intelligence capability or hinder ability to 
confirm suspected violations. Thus befctt-e a 
US position on verification could be formulated, 
this JCS view of the role of intelligence in 
the verification process must be accepted. The 
JCS also concluded that consideration should 
be given to including launchers and fissionable 
materi al p roduction under the freeze. 
{TS-M>j JCSM-liJ8-6ii to SecDef, 22 Feb 64, 
JMF 3050 (22 Jan 6^1) (A) sec 1, 

Responding to an ACDA request for a list of 
obsolete armaments that could be used In a 
weapons bonfire proposal, the JCS referred to 
their previous reservations concerning the ACDA 
proposal to destroy 5-^7s (most recently in 
JCSM-579-63, 27 Jul 63). The JCS submitted to 
SecDef a list that met the criteria defined by 
ACDA. They pointed out, however, that the list 
was based on a number of factors that were 
susceptible to change and requested that each 
specific oroposal for destruction of armaments 
be submitted to the JCS prior to presentation 
at th e 18-N ation Disarmament Conference. 
iC) 3Cm-l70-6ii to SecDef, 3 Mar 6^*, JMF 3050 
{13 Feb 6h) . 

In comments on an ACDA paper on basic elements 
of a freeze on nuclear vehicles for use by the 
US Government in exploring the freeze proposal 
with NATO Allies the JCS referred to their 
views cf 15 Feb ( JCSM-I2C -6^4) and 22 Feb 
( JCSM-1^6-6i4) . They recognized that positions 
ultimately taken or, tne majcr security issues 
Involved in a freeze wculd hinge on tne type 
of verification agreed to v;lth the Soviets. 
Until some Indication of the Soviet position 
vias obtained, the US position in discussions 
With NATO Allies must remain flexible. Subject 
to certain revislor.s, the JCS believed the ACDA 



H2 




vlS Mar 6h o 
Verification 



Cut-off of 

Fissionable 

Materials 



' 21 Mar 64 



I A- 

Freeze on 
Strategic 
Forces 



SIIDV 



Air Defense 



paper was suitable for lise in NATO discussions, 
but they requested further opportunity to con- 
sider the matter before any exploratory 
discussions occurred at Geneva. With reference 
to replacement under production llniitation, the 
JCS stated that limited differences in configu- 
ration between models of like type should be 
permitted . 

fS) JCSH-187-61* to SecDef, 5 Mar 6^, JMF 3050 
(22 Jan W (A) sec 3. 

Commenting on an ACDA paper concerning Inspec- 
tion of a fissionable material production cut- 
off, the. JCS noted that the paper was essentially 
confined to the broad concept of verification' 
of a limitation on production and that the . 
detailed features were to be the subject of 
further technical discussions. They forwarded 
to SecDef extensive revisions to the paper 
designed to: provide additional exceptions 
from production limitation In the case of 
tritium and fissionable material for use in 
explosives for peaceful purposes; provide 
additional guidelines for inspection of shut- 
down production facilities; point out that 
frequency of inspection would be a function of 
the degree of access to the facility inspected; 
emphasize a requirement for resident Inspectors 
at certain production facilities; and present 
a summary of US Intelligence capabilities to 
detect cla ndestine activity. , 

to SecDef, iB-Mar 6^1, JMF 3050 

(25 Feb 6iJ) . 

Responding to an ASD(ISA) request for views on 
the effect of limiting or not limiting anti- 
aircraft defense as a part of a freeze on 
strategic nuclear offensive and defensive 
vehicles, the JCS concluded: (l) To achieve 
its objective, a freeze proposal would. In 
theory^ have tc include air defense systems 
designed to counter the threat of strategic 
offensive nuclear bombers and cruise missiles, 
freezing not only the number of systems but 
also restricting qualitative improvements. In 
addition, redeployment of existing systems 
would have to be prohibited. " In a freeze 
environment, it was not feasible to control 
the air defense variable in the offensive- 
defensive .balance and, therefore, maintenance 
of the strategic nuclear status quo could not 
be assured. (2) With quantitative, but not ' 
qualitative, limitation on existing strategic 
bombers and cruise missiles, and a quantitative 
limit on air defense system ccmoonents (aircraft, 
missiles, launchers, and radars), but no limi- 
tation on qualitative improvements to components, 
the offensive capability cf strategic bombers 
and cruise missiles would ultimately be 
severely degraded. ( With a quantitative, 
but not qualitative, lir.itation on existing 
strategic bombers and cruise missiles and no 
qualitative cr quantitative limitation on air 
defense systems, the most probable result would 
be acceler ation of the dearadatlor. noted above. 
TS; JCiiM-23S-6u tc SecDef, 21 Mar 5^4, JTflF 3050 
22 Jan W sec 3. 
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The . JCS gave approval to an ACDA PWP0"1 for 

the cetabliahment of ob"^::»HrrSr^JniSra?Sry 
OS. USSR, and Europe as a basia for exploratory 
taiks with the USSR at Geneva subject to 

detailed ch anges outUned by ^JJJt. fih jmf ttQQl 
5) jeflH-&5 0>6^ to SecDef, 2l» Mar 64, JMF 

9 Jan 6k) 

With reference to preserving ^ he Multilateral 

?hat"he strategic forces' currently programmed 
■iere necelslry to meet military ^quirementa of 
?he US rhey firmly opposed jny course of action 

allowing construction and «5^iPPi"f ^J,"^. if • 
« nuclear delivery vehicle freeze agreement, if 
Lch action would result in significant degra- 
Sauon of Ss strategic nuclear <ieU very capa- 
bility The MLF project as currently Planned 
ciiid^not be carrled'out in the event a verified 
??Mze took effect in the near future without 
Blgnlficant detriment to US strategic nuclear 

tTlf ji^W-l l-B-e^ to SecDef, 28 Mar 6H, JI1F 305O 
(22 Jan 6k) (CK 

in further comments on verification « J^^^J* 
of strategic delivery vehicles, the *^CS statea 
^hatthe verification system must be capable 
of detecting violations of an agreement in a 
timely manner. They supported » system, tjo be 
used L conjunction with US intelligence, that 
would consist of three ^omponent parts, 
resident inspection of declared ^J^;^"' ^.^ 
random aerial surveillance, and on-site inapec 
tlon of su spicious areas. . 
(5) Jc£;M..S6 9-6H to SecDef, 30 Mar 6^*, JMF 3050 
(22 Jan 6k) (A) sec 3.' 

The JCS advised SecDef ^hat they approved the 
DOD-AEC agreement on responsibilities ror 
maintaining a readiness-to-tcst P^taj 
a limited test ban treaty, as proposed by the 
Aaalstant to SecDef for Atomic Energy. This 
tnvolveS rejection of the AEC-proposed version, 
^^^H^h the division of functions between the 
'tCoT. ncl es wafconsldered to be -satisfactory. 

m lm-'^ 70-Sk to SecDef, 31 Mar 6^^, JMF «bl3 

(2 Aug 63) aec 3. 

S*^*^ fjwric^ the JCS noted that the draft 

Conference iENjjc;, tne jo^ ^l^^.^r>i■^ m» rtis- 

'^'"°^^^aea T..nr:^^ sLcSrsioirierf hew, 

recommended that, 11 sucn 0*=^" 

?|^2y^V?iS%.=%e=reru^Apr 6*. .MF 3050 
(22 Jan 6k) (A) aec k. 
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(T5) JC$H" 373-6i« to SecDcT, ^ VHy 6H, JMF 305O 
(11 Apr 6^). 

In reply to an ASD(ISA) ^^^'i"^' %^SSr'' 
fied their conclusion (see JCSM-lB7-b^, ^Mon 
e" that linated dlfferencee In ^SnfiS"'*"?" . 
Setveen models of liVce type should be permitted 
in the replacement policy for a J" 
Btrategic nuclear delivery vehicles. They 
belletid that no action should be taken that 
Sluld preclude oubstitutlng models In Production 
?or modLs out of production ^^ey recognized 
that this would entail acceptance of some 
llSd ted external configuration differences 

ii?i«n mSdels. These li'^^«^//J^,"^?rs?y 
couia not be defined in a manner ^o satisfy 

possibilities because the Soviet situation 
III Relatively unlcnown ,tgo?L 
could be resolved only by Joint "^"^^J 
B??on on a mod el«by -model basis prior to any 
Agreement on limitation of strategic nuclear 

SecDef , 8 May 6U, JMf' 305O 



TTSyjCSM- 30^-0 to aei 

(22 Jan 64) (a) sec 



they had serious reservations as to the appro 

Sf verification had been resolved within the 

5s Government, a complete '^^""P^.^J^inS 

a freeze agreement could not be f«>™"^^S°- «q 

IS) j5^K- - ^ S3-6U to SecDef, 26 Hay 6*1, JMF JO5O 

(22 Jan SU) (A) aec 5A. 

materials '^-""^H^i^i^rs . i^ter t^t' 

the hlgnly complex 1""*= naalonable 
L'feriatrto";;a u^a^^'Alao! "uch transfer 

^thoit pro?a? safeguard, couli l..a to . 

)ro life rat lor, problem. 



! 



^j-^ir^ert.sSc^f , 28 «.y 61.. JMF 3050 



May 64) sec 1. 
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In commenting on an ACDA revised paper pro- 
hibiting strategic missile prototype flight 
testing: the JCS stated that US security 
Interests demanded that under any freeze agree- 
ment research and development. Including pro- 
tot ypetes ting, must be permitted. 
(TS) Jtj^H-4 50-&it to SecDef . 29 May 6I», JMP 3050 
(22 Jan Sk) (A) sec 5*. 

In comments on an AODA o^^^^^f*^^^^^ 
for the l8-Natlon Disarmament Conference I 
the JCS noted that the draft instructions 
SSSld authorize the US Delegation to discuss 
verification of llmltatlonB on launchers 
privately with the Soviets and then in the ENDC 
before the basic issue of the extent of the 
limitations on launchers had been resolved 
within the US Government. They recommended 
that ?he draft instructions not be authorized 
for use either with the Soviets or in the ENDC 
nnMi the basic US position had been established. 
^Sey fo5lSarded to SecDef a suitable revision of 
the draft instructions. ^ „ -rRo 
f§]-xSFrni57-6i4 to SecDef, 30 May 6M, JMF 3050 
(22 Jan S^) (A) see 5A. 

In response to the ACDA position paper on mutual 
tS-USSR destruction of armaments, the JCS 
advised the SecDef that the current P'-OP?"!^- 
Included equipment programmed for the National 
oSard; the Reserves, and the Military Assistance 
P^Sgrim, and that It would thus reduce the 
aecSriti of the United States. They also 
"estioneS the economic desirability o holding 
weaoons such as the B-*!? only so that tney 
JlSgh? be destroyed in a bonfire agreement with 

15) JciMlb Ol-gU to SecDef, 10 Jun 6k, JMF 3050 

(26 May 6k) . 

in response to a SecDef request, the JCS examined 
the security implications of a prohibition of 
eltlnrm roir'specified areas "nf r a free" 
■ on strategic nuclear vehicles: /^"Ipie 
?2entry bodies; (2) ABM firings against bjljiatlc 

mlssHes; (3) launching 5^-,,°^,^^rs' 
rockets from hardened or mobile launchers, 
repetitive launchlnga of new missiles or rockets 

n^^ntrv vehicles on suborbital tra- 
Tcl7A» exceeSng lOO A"er providing 

.«enslve fllscuSBlon and Justification the JCS 
«Sh"ed to their Previously expressed Judgment 
fhB^ i!S security interests demanded that researcn 
an" development! Ircl.dlng prototm tenting, b. 

fgfarso".^?^ iiiii'i;\rz% ^ 3050 

(22 Jan 6l4) (A) sec 6. 

The JCS advised SecDef of the <l!"8«" of ils- . 
cussing with other nations p t""=^rf°i,^^, • 
r4Se^S!2?5"a=ri^e=rrrrekse iniorla l^Sn 

l^^^llJVrr Iwould seriously reduce 

SrSbllltf meet projected weapons require- 
ments and possible . future neea? 
(TS-HI^) JC SIAo62-oi> to SecDef, 27 oa.* cm, 
'3V\F 3050 (1^ May 6^1) sec 2. 
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•Commenting on an ACDA paper cbncemlng the 
eotablishment of a "hot line' at the tactical 
level m Europe on a bilateral or Inter-Alllance 
baslB with the USSR, the JCS concluded that such 
an arrangement might be effective In further 
minimizing the tenelons result Ing from border 
Incldenta, but only if there was political 
agreement with the USSR that inadvertent over- 
flights were not hostile acts. 
ISrJCaH-b 73-6it to SecDef, 30 Jun 6H. JMF 3050 
{17 Jun 6*1) . 
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tfS) JC5M- 577-6i« to Seciwf , .2 Jul 6k, JMP 3050 
(23 Jun 6*1). 

The JCS informed SecDef that they had no ob- 
jection to the content of an ACDA-propoaed 
loint statement relating to a reduction of 
military expenditures, including provialons 
for establishment of a subcommittee of Ciscal 
experts and submission of annual budget reports 
to the UM Secretary-Oeneral, for poaelble uae 
at the E^Jdc. The JCS said, however, that this 
position should in no way be interpreted to 
imply their agreement to negotiations of a 
reduction in military expenditures with the 
Soviets as a measure apart from general and 
complete disarmament (QCD) . Even within the 
context of QCD, they believed reductions in 
military expenditures should be a reflection 
of the disarmament process and not a '"^a'^s °J 
imposing disarmament. The JCS also recommended 
that positive controls be established on release 
of US military budget Information to preclude 
dlvulgence of sensitive inf?™^^®?!, ™ ,^io 
I C) MW-:>B ^'6k to SecDef, 10 Jul 6*1, JMP 3310 

(23 Jun 6k). 

Responding to an ASD(ISA) 

tne Qomulka nuclear freeze prppoaal of 29 Feb 
6i4, the JCS concluded that: |^U) 
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;33) while, in. theory, 
an effective vcrificatTon ayatem for a freeze 
on nuclear warheads within a specified area 
CQuld be devised, the task would becbme ex- 
tremely complex and would almost certainly 
demand such intrusion into the participating 
states as to render Implementation if e^fi^^l;^ 
iT5rjCijM- 6ae-6Jl to SecDef, 12 Aug 6k, J!4? 30t)0 
(2 Jul 6k), 
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Consenting on an ACDA Papcr on an AEM and SNDV 
■freeze, the JCS concluded that J (1) Degree to 
Which inlque technical dlstlnctlona could be 
effectively delineated would deterge the 
detail to- ihlch strategic nuclear ABM ay sterna 
could be defined and would • Influence the type 
o? verification (degree of 

provide adequate assurance of compliance wit n 
an agreement. (2) The ACDA °^ 
Btrateglc ABM aystems P^8!fPP?««f -JiJ^^^iy"^**" 
technical dlBtinctlona could be 
established by the technical panel on ABM 
syatema. Under that definition, J^"" 
to any suaplclous activity would be the only 
llyfo achieve the necessary degree of assurance 
?hJt no prohibited ABM systems were deployed, 
ahd hence ?he proposed verification system 
would not be adequate. Consequently, the JCS 
rScommended that the definition and niethod of . 
vermcstlon of deployment of strategic ABM 

systems be held in abeyance P^-^f^S^.^f ?^er 
results of the technical panel and that rurtner 
SIscusslon Of the ABM portion of the freeze 
proposal be withheld pending current DOD review 
of Btrateglc and offensive and defensive forces. 

?he JCS a!so stated that ""i/Tirca^e- 
fltrateKlc nuclear delivery vehicles, all cate- 
gortel of Research and development Jhould be 

luoTe6 ex cept operational ^y^^^^^gS'^^^^iS^^Mo' 
15) JC5M-b 93-6U to SecDef, 13 Aug 64, JMF 3050 

[23 Jul 614). „ 



a. 



^ "7]ADCA had prepared a 

rtndft ooaltlon paper advocating Increased 
!??ort'?oiarS'rS;ching an intemstlonal agree- 
ment on nonprollferatlon. The JCS advised 
SecDef that there were overriding "'^tors rnat 
made it inappropriate to preaa for nonprolifera-, 

it that time These factors were the 
cr??lcal stage Sf'MLF negotlatlona; the neces- 
sfty of advance consultation with NATO and 
?he^nef?ec??veness of such a proposed treaty 
without CHICOM participation . 
?S) jmjH:7 26-61< to SecDef. 2^ Aug 6^, JMP 3050. ■ 
\\k Aug 6U) . 

Th* JCS submitted vlewB to SecDef on the follow- 
ing ^??ernatlve methods of arms reduction as- 

^ hv ACDA- (1) a US-USSR freeze on 

Tju? 65 o? Jhe number and characteristics of 
strategic nuclear offensive and f tensive 
^ 14,— T^^f »*.hielfia coupled with a 3U percent 

aBymmetrlca i oesia ^j-.c, j-niror' vehicles 

th^USSR in strategic nuclear deliver vehicles 
and smeller percentage ^"^s in gftner^l purpose 
armaments). The JCS concluded: / U)£ 
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"7](7) UK, France, and 
Communist China should, br^slgnatorles to any 
arms reduction agreement under all three 
alte rnative s . ^ 
ITS) jm-7 8.-6U to SecDef, 10 Sep 6H, JMP 3050 

(11 Jun 6^) sec 3. 



India 



(S) JUSH-9 00-6^ to SecDef, 23 Oct S^Jl^ 3050 
(li Oct 6^1). 

20 Nov SU Commenting on an ACDA position paper on non- 

proliferation of nuclear weapons for use by 
the US Delegation at the UN, the JCS advised 
SecDef that the UN ought not to adopt any 

MPT resolution interfering with US nuclear transit 

rights or US nuclear support capabilities for 
its allies. They found the tactics proposed 
by ACDA appropriate for this end. On speelflc 

MU issues, the JCS advised that inclusion of a 

nonacqiisltlon pledge would reduce UN support 
for a desirable resolution, that extension or 
the nonprollferation agreement to non-member 
nations would raise problems concerning recog- 
nition, and that the US ought to oppose the 
inclusion of any limitation on MLF. 
tg) JcS!A-g 75-6i4 to SecDef, 20 Nov 6M, JMF 3050 
(12 Nov . 

11 Dec 6U The JCS commented to SecDef on an ACDA five- 

point program for high-level discussion with 
the USSR as a renewed and broad effort seeking 
,,pr. to prevent further nuclear proliferation. The 

"^^ points and the JCS comments were as follows: 

(1) Intensified effort to negotiate a- non- 
CT^T proliferation agreement, JCS continued their 

^^-^ Opposition (see JCSM.726-6i<, 2h Aug ..fii*) to 

expansion of current US efforts on nonprollfera 

Freeze on tion. (2) ]^ 



kkStrategic 
Forces 

SHDV 



-ABM 



^(3) Relnatlcutlon of negotiations 



U9 




looking toward the achievement of a comprehen- 
sive nuclear test ban. The JCS did not oppose 
the concept of a truly effective comprehensive 
test ban treaty, but they noted that one cri- 
terion for effectiveness was a verification 
system that would ensure an adequate probability 
of diiscovering violations and that would be in 
operation when the treaty went into effect. 
(4) Proposal to extend the freeze concept to 
include reduction of an agreed number of NDVs 
and launch sites. The JCS stated that, prior 
to any substantive discussions outside the US 
Qovernraent, the exact terms of the proposal 
should be defined and subjected to extensive 
evaluation. (5) An understanding to halt 
construction of any new land-based Icai launch 
sites and ABM launch sites after 1 Jul 65, 
while negotiating limitations on nuclear 
delivery vehicles. Since this was a new measure, 
It required additional study by the JCS. 
ITS) JCSM-1031-6U to SecDef, 11 Dec 64, 
JMF 3050 (3 Dec SU) . 
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13 Feb 65 



SNDV 



Commenting on an ACDA proposal for the transfer 
of flaalonable material to peaceful uses with 
demonstrated destruction of certain nuclear 
weapons, the JCS continued to have reservations 
(see JCS^-562-6U. 2? Jun 6H), considering that 
It offered no real advantage. With regard to 
the ACDA pronoaal, they recommended that the 
transfer of ^ " 

diBCUssea with other nations and that the pro- 
posed weapons destruction Inspection and verifi- 
cation system be spelled out in detail and 
thoroughly field-tested. They also called for 
a study of Soviet fissionable materials pro- 

frl^mrr JCSM-66-65 to SecDef, 29 Jan 65. JMF 3050 
(31 Dec 6H) (1). 

In response to an action by the Committee of 
Principals, the JCS prepared a study to deter- 
mine the number of Western foreign-baaed forces 
that could be withdrawn from Central EuropA in 
response to a 50, OOO-wlthdrawal.of Soviet foreign- 
based troops. The JCS concluded that withdrawal 
of additional foreign-based NATO troops was not 
warranted militarily. If overriding political 
considerations dictated such a withdrawal, the 
JCS stated that the number should be the minimum 
practical, but not more than 20,000. Withdrawal 
should be undertaken only under the following 
conditions: (1) full support of the NATO alllea; 
(2) agreement by the NATO allies withdrawing 
forces that such forces would be kept In a high 
state of readiness; (3) establishment of an 
adeauate verification system. 
(TS-SENiilTIVE) JCSM- 83-65 to SecDef, U Feb 65. 
JMF 3050 (21 Dec 54). 

The JCS informed SecDef that, In a reversal of 
their position of 11 December ISSli ( JCSM-IO3I-0A ), 
they now objected to a proposal by ACDA for an 
Informal understanding with the USSR not to pro- 
vide SNDVs to other states. jT^ 



Communist 
China 



S) JCSHi^05-65 to SecDef, 13 Feb" 65. JMF 3050 

|l9 Jan 65). 



n Mar 65 The JCS furnished SecDef their vlewe on a Dept of 

11 Har D5 i^^^^ ^^^^ concerning assurances for India in the 

event of' a second Chinese nuclear explosion. The 
Security JCS had no objection to the paper provided it was 

Assurances modified to eliminate: 1) the connotation that 

Assurances moai^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^^^^ support for a^y^J" 

^^^^^^ Asian nation that wanted US help against CHICOM 

nuclear aggression, and (2) the Impression that 
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Security 
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3 Apr 65 



? 



ithe US was pressing for a comprehensive test ban, 
cesBation of production of fissionable material, 
and transfer of such material from weapons to 
eaceful uses , ---/v 

5) JC5M-l 73'b5 to SecDef . 11 Mar 65. JMF 3050 
25 Feb 65)- 

In further comments (see JCSM-173-65, H Mar 65) 
concemlnB US assurances to India In light of 
Chinese nuclear tests, the JCS urged that any 
Implied broadening of the extent of US coinmltmenta 
be avoided. ^ I6 and 18 Oct 64. the President 
had stated: "The nations that do not seek national 
nuclear weapons can be sure that If they need our 
strong support against some threat of nuclear 
blackmail, then they will have It.") The JCS 
recommended that any additional assurances to India 
be considered on a case -by-case basis, with con- 
tinuing close coordination betvfeen State and Defense, 
to Include JCS revlev- 

"(S) JCSM-'«il3-65 to SecDer. 24 Mar 65, JMF 3050 
(25 Feb 65). 

The JCS conunented to SecDef on an ACDA proposal 
for the mutual ellmlnatlorupf US and Soviet 
strategic bomber forces, L 
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9 Apr 65 



3 



(TS ' -Rb) JC SM-237-65 to SecDef, 3 Ajpr 65, JMF 3050 
(15 Jan 65) sec 1 . 



13 Apr 65 



Disarmament 
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IIFZ 



Ti:J5Fr:263-i55 to^SecDef. 9 Apr 65. JMF 3050 



1 



TTS, . 

(22 Feb 65). 

commenting on an ACDA draft P« ^1 dent lal message 
to soviet leaders suggesting various disarmament 
areas for exploration, the JCS recomraendea against 
transmission of the message because of Increasing 
indications of Soviet insincerity and lack of 
interest with respect to arms control. juch a 
hich-level communlcatlcn was deemed necessary, the 
JCS recommended that it be limited, at most, tc 
exploration of the following items: (1) a 
Droliferatlon agreement; (2) how to meet the 
security concern of states that forego nuclear 
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•CTBT 

ConununlBt 
China 



17 May 65 



nuclear weapons; (3) a Soviet follow-up on the 
Khrushchev statement on planned cutbacks of 
fissionable material production; (^) some 
destruction of nuclear weapons In connection 
with the US fissionable material cutoff and trans- 
fer proposal; (5) areas of agreement on the 
general subject of nuclear-free zones in nonnuclear 
areas: (6) the establishment of observation posts 
and a reduction of total force levels In Europe. 
The JCS also pointed out that the ACDA paper con- 
tained no provision for prior coordination of the 
draft Presidential message with the principal 
NATO allies 

(51 JCSM»^ 9'65 to SecDef, 13 Apr 65, JMF 3050 
(24 Feb 65). 

The JCS advised SecDef they had no objection to 
an ACDA draft for a UNGA resolution that Provided 
for assurances of assistance to nonnuclear countries 
to resist the threat of nuclear agaresslon. 
(5) JC5M-lj 97-65 to SecDef, 21 Apr 65, JMF 3050 
(13 Apr 65). 

The JCS forwarded to SecDef a SAAC study on a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban. The report con- 
cluded that military disadvantages of surij a test 
ban outweighed the possible advantages, fhe test 
ban could prevent the US from acquiring .lew types 
of nuclear weapons, from maintaining enough 
scientific personnel to continue study and to 
rapidly resume testing, and from testing ti\e vul- 
nerability of hardened missile sites, command and 
control facilities, and re-entry vehicles, f^t 
the same time it would allow the USSR to exploit . 
its technological advantages in 10-100 MT weapons 
and to gain valuable Information by clandestine 
testing with little risk of detection. The US 
ought not to deny itself the dynamic and unpredict- 
able results obtainable by testing without greater 
compensatory returns than appeared likely ina test 
ban. 0 

TsiiHTT'JCSM- 3^^6-65 to SecDef, li iBy. oS, JMF 3050 
2U Feb 65) (A). 

The JCS forwarded to SecDef a Joint Staff study on 
the security Implications of a nonpro life ration 
policy, C 
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3(8) a US guarantee 
r required In order 

to convince a country to forego pursuit of an • . 
m^endent nuclear capability. 



T 5-RD) Jl 'SH-375-65 to SecDef, 17 May 65. JMP 3050 
[k Jan 65). 
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"ii72-c5 to SecDef , I6 Jun 65. JMP 3050 



(1 Jun 65) 

The JCS concurred In an ACDA report advocating con- 
tllninz ?Se policy of "aklng close US-Japanese 
cooperation more attractive to Japan than acquisition 
of an inde pendent nuclear capability. 

(Sj JC^Ho 5^-65 to SecBef. 15 Jul 65> JMF 3050 

(25 jun 65). 
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The JCS declined to make epeciflc recommendations 
on an ACDA position on the inc^;?^^?.^^ *f 
a freeze on SNDVb end limiting the testing of 
SNDVfi ThcT cited a lack of specific proposals 
iHrS'lack of knowledge of Soviet willingness to 

-PS^^T^|82-65 to SecDef . 28 Jul 65', JMF 3050 
8 Jul 65). 

The JCS commented- to SecDef on ^woAC^ papers on 
nuclear test bans. They opposed the tv/o Proposals 

•for a comprehensive teat ban treaty because there 
was no verification «vstem that could prevent 
c?lndeflme teSting, Significant gains in knowl- 
edge could be obtalnert^by the USSR in l°>!:y^«^?, 

■cifSdestlne testing; which might ?^^^f* ^,5%^^^^^^' " 
balance The JCS also epposcd a threshold treaty. 

. because -it would freeze the S^^i^^^.^^i'^J^^^Ssl^^Jo 
the US m high-yield weapons a^J^^l^^^^^^S^^^Swe 
overcome US advantages in loj-yi^^^* J**® 
technical problems involved in complying with a 
threshold treaty would severely limit tfi* testing of 
a conSclentioue'natlon. Neither kind of treaty would 
prevent proliferation, but each would restrain US 
SScIeSr development In a period of increasing CHICOM 

(Sr3gS?^ ^01-65 to SecDef , 5 Aug 65, JMP 3050 
(19 Jul 65) sec 1. 

Commenting on an ACM proposal for a ^^^^P^^^,^^*;;^-,^ 
tion agreSment, the JCS concluded that the US should 
not aggresBlvely pursue such a treaty at i^^Bt time. 
?f political considerations dictated otherwise at 
the current EllDC or In subsequent international con- 
fprences the JCS listed the following interests 
?hlt must be provided for: (1) continued "S nuclear 
flexibility to include international or »!fltil;*^«fal 
shading; (2) continued current and possible future 

Ss nicfiar dispersal and '^^IJ-^^y Sr^"lhr5cl'also 
MftftrlT defined, adequate safeguards. The JCS aiso 
oiJosed JnJrSduilng Into any ?onprollferatlon treaty 
i?K?tatlonB on the use of nuclear weapons against 
ionnSflea^pSSers. ^^^Cn^n.^tTeTA^O 
be obtained at the risk of the US 

structure and downgrading the credibility of the US 

nuc lear de terrent , ^ , * Ac tmp ^oro 
' 5) JC^^M-b O?-65 to-:>ecDef» 5 Aug 65. JMF 3050 

!l6 Jul 65). 



13 Aug 65 



MFZ 



ITS) JCSM-624-b5 to SecEef. 13 Aug 65. JMP 3050 
(30 Jul 65). 

p„=e8 Sr^lnUlcant 2moun?s; (31 exploring the above 

Dy »iB""J" rtiirinc a temoorary cessation of land- 

SHpv Salei' ix d"ba?ns?L n^ss?le iLncher construction, 

ntfto exceed 18 months in duration. The JCS 
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concluded that the US Oovemment should "O* oj^*"^ 
the ACDA position at that time. If "was deter- 
mined that further consulatlon wifch the USSR on a 
freeze proposal should be undertaken, the JC5 
believed that. In lieu of a US attempt to respond 
?o soviet ob lections, the discussions should be 
confined to aetermining, in private, whether tne 
Soviets were interested in the principle of 
cdupllng some reductions with the freeze and, if 
30. the magnitude of the reductions they would 
consider. The US should not offer any specific 
numbers as a basis for "efotlatlon 

( T 5) to SecDef , lU Aug 65. 30^0 

(20 Jul 65). 

A Aug 65 o The JCS? commenting by request on an OSD |tudy on 
^1 Aug alternative test ban proposals, jP^^o^J^^^^ecDer 

^\{ V that the study did not dissuade them f^om their 

C- ' view that a comprehensive teat ban would be to the 

^* military disadvantage of the United States. The 

CTBT study was deficient because it unduly optl- 

mlBtlc about US detection and verification capa- 
bilities, did not assess fully the relative nuclear 
positions of the US and the USSR, and was unduly 
optimistic regarding Soviet intentions to abide by 
treaty tenns unless to do so was in their own 



rT5W^SM-645-65 to SecCef . 21 Aug 65, J^tF 3050 
(11 Aug 65). . . 

//o Sep 65 . Responding to an ASD (ISA) request for elaboration 
(/lO Sep bp . of .?helr Spposl.tlon {JCSM-602-65, 5 J"? ^5] to a 
. ^ U-*' provision \n a nonprollferatlon treaty l^'jiting 

the use of nuclear weapons against ncnnuclear states, 
1/ the JCS stated that their objection was based on the 

following three points: ( 1 ) the US ""J* "^J^" 
flexibility in its strategy to assure its security 
under all conditions; (2) such a P^o^i^ ion could 
conceivably be used to advance a total prohibition 
against nuclear arms; (3) currently, such a pro- 
vision could result in a misinterpretation of the 
US effort in SEA by Communist China and North 
Vietnam. The JCS did not believe that the proposal 
to limit the use of nucleat weapons against non- 
nuclear states recognized the realities of the US 
power position and that adoption of such a proposal 
would deny the US continuing political and military 
advantages associated with the psychological deter- 
rent effect of US nuclear superiority. Furthermore, 
the orovlslon would impinge on US nuclear deployment 
arrangements, encourage enemy resistance in South 
Vietnam, and invite aggression elsewhere. Con- 
sequent ly, such a proposal would be detrimental to 
US security Interests. •* 
(5) JcSM-b 77-65 to SecCef, 10 Sep 65. JMF 3050 
(lb Jul_65). 

/ih Oct 65 . In response to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS com - 

A \ mented on ACDA f eccmmendatlons concerning proposed 

q(( U-*^ guidance fcr the US UU Delegation on e;cploratlon 

Fr°-ze on with the Soviets of possible significant reductions 

strategic of SMDVs In connection with a freeze and a Joint 

Forces DOD-ACDA study, directed toward development of a 

spectrum of alternative acceptable reductions from 
SNDV which proposals might be selected and agalns. which 

Soviet oroDosale could be evaluated. The JCS stated 
that the US should not offer any specific numbers or 
SNDVs as a basis fcr negotiation until the Soviets 
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Indicated the magnitude of reductions they would 
consider. The Joint Staff was conducting a study 
of the security ImpllcatlcnB of a freeze on stra- 
tegic offensive and defensive systems. Including 
the Impact of possible reductions. The JCS would 
forward appropriate recommendations after review 
of that study. They did not believe a DOD^-ACDA 
study directed toward developing alternative 
acc eptable reductions was necessary. 
(S)/5C5H-75^-65 to SeeDef , lU Oct 65, JMP 305© 
(1 6ct^^50. 

/k Nov 65 In response to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS 

y Aii^ provided SecDef comments on principles for Inclusion 
/Ort * treaty covering the exploration of celestial 

bodies. They stated that the provisions of the treaty 
Outer should not preclude the conduct of intelligence 

Space activities as deemed essential to US security. In 

addition, they considered that certain basic pre- 
cautions should be exercised in the negotiation of 
a treaty to prevent any nation from gaining a sub- 
stantial military advantage, including: (1) 
symmetry in obligations and responsibilities by all 
parties participating in space exploration with all 
obligations subject to verification; (2) freedom cf 
each party to verify compliance with treaty terms 
by all other parties; (3) right of each party to 
withdraw w hen its security interests were threatened. 
(CJ JCSM-y39-65 to SecDef, 2U Nov 65, JMF 9000 
(17 Nov 65). • 

, 1 Dec 65^ Responding to an oral request from ASD (ISA) for 

nvi J^h^^- comment on a proposed UN resolution for the 

M[|Vz denuclearization of Africa, the JCS reaffirmed 

(Africa) their views of 9 Apr 65 ( JCSM-263-65 ) . 

S) JC2M-dU9-65 to SecDef, 1 Dec 65, JMF 3050 
[26 Nov 65). 
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TTsrnnrrrcs iisi/sS-i, e Dec 65, jmf 3050 (27 Aug 

65) sec 1. (TS-RD) JCSM-I63-66 to SecDef. 16 Mar 
66: JCSM- 164-66 to Members of the Committee of 
Principals, I6 Mar 66j JCSM-l65:66 to Dlr NSA and 
Dir FBI, 16 Mar 66; all In JMF 3050 (27 Aug 65) • 
sec 2. 

The JCS, commenting at hla request, Informed SecDef 
t^iat they opposed a memorandum for the President 
recommending that tie insert in his State of the UnlQtt 
messaze a proposal for a mutual freeze by the US 
and the Soviet Union on land-based fixed strategjic 
ballistic and antlballistlc missile launchers. The 
proposed ban was to begin on 1 July 1 966 and last 
18 months. To agree to such a freeze, they said 
would be detrimental to US national security be- 
cause there was no means of verification other than 
insufficiently reliable unilateral intelligence, 
and because the Soviet Union could covertly con- 
struct missile launchers that would significantly 
improve its strategic position 
T TS) JCi^M- 14-66 to SecLef , 7 JafT b6, JMF 3050 
(5 Jan 66). 
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The-JCS, responding to an oral request by ASD 
(ISA), said that they approved reconunendatlons In 
an ACDA draft position paper for safeguarding 
peaceful nuclear facilities. The draft position 
was for use at the l8>Matlon Dlsanaament Committee 
meeting on 27 Feb 66. The proposed safeguards 
were as follows : urge all governments to accept 
IAEA or similar International safeguards on all 
peaceful activities; endeavor to win wide accept- 
ance for strengthening Article III of the cur- 
rently tabled US draft treaty to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons; and endeavour to win 
acceptance of an additional clause in the draft 
treaty for "safeguards on exports of source or 
fissionable material to nonnuclear states." 
Their support for Article III, the JCS stressed, 
was subject to the condition that it could not 
be interpreted as subjecting nonnuclear powers 
participating in nuclear weapons sharing arrange- 
ments to safeguards that would impair their 

P articipat ion In these arrangements. 
CJ JCSM-23-66 to SecDef, 12 Jan 66, JMF 3050 
8 Jan 66). 

The JCS commented on an ACDA memo to the Com- 
mittee of Principals proposing a Threshold Test 
Ban Treaty (TTET), banning underground tests down 
to a threshold of ^.75 seismic magnitude. While 
recognizing possible political advantages, they 
believed that there were important political dis- 
advantages which, together with military disad- 
vantages, would be overriding. These disadvan- 
tages Included: ineffective policing provisions; 
unreliable verification; inexactitude of semis- 
mology; preclusion of development of high-yield 
area defense ABM systems; prevention of rectifi- 
cation of serious vulnerabilities in existing US 
ballistic missile forces; and Impairment of US 
ability to maintain competence in nuclear weapons 
technology . 

TS-RE>j JCSM-28-66 to SecDef, I3 Jan 66, JMF 305O 
17 Dec 65) sec 1. 

Commenting on an ACDA draft position paper on 
verification of shutdown production reactors as 
an adjunct to an agreement on cutoff of production 
of fissionable materials, the JCS reaffirmed their 
position that a cutoff of production of PU 239 for 
weapons use would preclude the US meeting its pro 
jected weapons stockpile requirements. They pro- 
vided the following comments on the ACDA paper: 
(1) adequate verification must be provided so that 
no undue advantage could accrue to the Soviet 
Union through clandestine production of fissionable 
material; (!) the AEC should determine the effec- 
tiveness of the suggested inspection method and 
the International AEC or some equivalent inter- 
national agency should ccnduct the inspections if 
If v/as not fecisible to do them by means of reciprocal 
arrangements; (3) any agreement for a plant -by-plant 
shutdown should provide for shutting plants having 
the same production capacity; (U) any international 
inspection of productive facilities closed down in 
connection with a reciprocal reduction should be 
applied to comparable facilities; (3) the unilateral 
US offer, made at; the EllDC in Feb 64, to place one 
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shutdown production reactor under International 
Inspection could result in the acquisition of 
US oroduction techniques by non-US inspectors. 
(TS) JCSH.3U-66 to SecDef , 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050 
(7 Jan 66). 

The JCS commented on an ACDA position paper cn 
"Demonstrated Destruction of Nuclear Weapons to 
Obtain Fissionable Materials for Transfer to Non- 
weapons Uses/' containing an annex to be tabled 
as a working paper at the l8-Nation Disarmament 
Conference. The JCS made no objection to this 
procedure, subject to two reservations; (1) 
demonstration procedures should be presented with 
emphasis on their tentative nature because they 
had never been fully tested, and (2) because of 
the continuing US needs for fissionable materials 
for weapons use, discussion of tritium should be 
avoided until the USSR showed a serious interest 
in destruction of nuclear weapons and transfer of 
fissionabl e material to peaceful uses. 
(S) JCSM-35-66 to SecDef . 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050 
(18 Oct 65). 



Commenting on a revised ACDA paper on nonprolif- 
eration, the JCS found the paper in consonance 
with their crevlously stated views (see JCSM-602-6f-, 
5 Aug 65). 'They also pointed out that the problem 
of peaceful uses of nuclear energy had not been 
covered in the draft nonprollferatlon jtreaty and 
recommended that an article be added to cover this 
matter. The JCS cautioned that extreme care must 
be taken to plrevent nonnuclear states from being 
allov/ed to frustrate the objective of the treaty 
under the cover of peaceful research. They also 
noted the ACDA indication that forthcoming US-UK 
talks might change the paper, recommending clear- 
ance of any substantive changes resulting from 
those talks with the US Government agencies con- 
cerned, in cluding the JCS, prior to acceptance. 
IS) JCSM-36-66 to SecDef, 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050 
(16 Jul 65) sec 2. 

The JCS lopposed an ACDA ,posltlon paper favoring 
a CTBT. They believed that the military balance 
might already have been upset by Important Soviet 
gains in nuclear technology, citing possible 
examples. They further believed that the Soviets 
might have begun tc deploy an ABM, whith the US r 
must counter. The JCS pointed out that under a 
LTBT, but not a CTBT, the US could make the 
necessary advances . 

(TS-RD) JCSM- 37 -66 CO Secr>ef, 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050 
(19 Jul 65) sec 2. 

In response to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS 
commented on an ACDA -proposed position paper on 
limitations on arms transfers, which proposed that 
the US representative at the next session of the 
QIDC express US interest In exploring ways of 
avoiding or containing an arms race In "sophisti- 
cated" mllitiary hardware in developing regions of 
the world. The JCS interposed no objection to the 
ACDA paper but pointed out that the complexity of 
the problems associated with the Implementation of 
the proposal could easily negate its usefulness as 
as a meanineful arms control measure. Care must 
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be exercised « they said, to insure that the 
proposal was not count exTjroductive to US mili- 
tary assistance objectlvee throughout the world 
S) JCSM-36-66 to SecDef , 15 Jan 66, JMP 305© 
Jan 66). 



(The JCS forwarded to SecDef their views on a 
proposed Presidential message drafted by ACDA 

■for presentation at the l8-Natlon Disarmament 
Conference. They approved the following: 

1. Offer to sign a xooiproof nuclear non- 
. proliferation treaty. 

2. Proposal that all transfers of nuclear 
materials for peaceful purposes to countries 
not ■ posBeaslng nuclear weapons be under Inter- 
national Atomic Biergy Agency safeguards. 

3. Discouragement of nonnuclear powers from 
entering the nuclear arms race by atrengthening 
the UN and other international security arrange- 
ments . They objected to the following: 

1. proposal ro, extend the present limited 
nuclear test baajtreaty to cover undergro^und 
nuclear^ testa. ^ 



"] In addltlloh, there was no acceptable 
verlffWitlon system. , 

2. Proposal fcr a verified halt in all pro- 
duction of flssicnable materials for weapons use. 
The JCS reiterated the objections stated on 15 
Jan 66 (JCSM-35-^ 6) . 

3. Proposal fcr concurrent examination of lasuee 
Involved In both a freeze of and reductions in 
SHDVb. The JCS telleved progress should be made 

on a freeze propqsal before taking up reductions. 
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(TS-RB) JiiSM-i*9-66 to' SecDef ^ 21 Jan 66, JMF 3050 
(19 Jan 66). 

The JCS, comir.entlnE at the request of SecDef, 
Informed him that they opposed the proposal in a 
draft US position paper to authorize concurrent 
discussions of a freeze on and reduction In the 
number of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 
(SHDVs). The proposed position was an extension 
of a statement by the US Ambassador at the UN 
General Assembly, in which he said the US would 
be willing to explore the pcsslbllty of significant 
reduction in the number of StlDVs if progress were 
first made in the exploration of a freeze on their 
numbers and characteristics. The propoeed paper 
extended the US oosltion beyond the statement to 
the UNQA by suggesting simultaneous discussions of 
a freeze and reductions without first obtaining 
progress on a freeze. ' 

The JCS objected to this proposal because they 
believed It would be counterproductive to introduce 
new initiatives on matters in which the Soviet 
Union had aho*/n no interest. Such action would 
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appear to encourage the Soviet Union not to respond 
to US arms control and disarmament proposals In the 
expectation that the United States would continue 
voluntarily to add concessions. 

S) JCSM-5B-66 to SecDef . 28 Jan 66, JMP 3050 

20 Jul 65) sec 1. 

The JCS Informed SecDef that they had given serious 
consideration to arms control proposals to extend 
the LTBT to cover underground nuclear explosions. 
To evaluate the security implications of further 
nuclear test restraints, the JCS had designated 
the USAF as the Executive Agent tc establish a panel 
to produce the desired analysis. The JCS forv/arded 
to SecDef the report of that. panel, saying that It 
did not alter their previously stated views. They 
remained firmly opposed to either a CTBT or at 
TTBT. 

(TSJ JCSM-77-66 to SecDef, 3 Feb 66, JMF 3050 
(3 Sep 65). 

The JCS forwarded a study of the security impli- 
cations of a freeze on strategic offensive and 
defensive systems to SecDef. They noted that the 
study suoported the basic arms control criteria 
they had' submitted on 8 Oct 63 (JCSM-776-63), 
particularly with regard to the Inadequacy of 
unilateral Intelligence as the primary means of 
verification under a SNDV agreement, the necessity 
to pursue a vigorous B&D effort, and the Impll- 
catlons o f the Nth country problem. 
(TS) JCSM-79-66 to SecDef, k Feb 66, JMP 3050 
(10 Mar 65) sec 1. 

The JCS opposed a Dept of State proposal that the 
US consider offering a reciprocal exchange of 
information with the USSR on procedures for insur- 
ing control of nuclear weapons. They stated that. 
In any open discussion and comparison of the two 
systems, the Soviets would have a distinct propa- 
ganda advantage because of the world-wide dispersal 
and advanced conditions of readiness of US nuclear 
weapons. In addition, they believed that providing 
Information to the Soviets on the US command and 
control system might assist the USSR In Improving 
the military effectiveness of their nuclear posture. 
They also considered that such an exchange could 
allow exploitation cf the vulnerabilities of the US 
command and control system, would require the 
release of sensitive data, and could not avoid the 
sensitive Issue of nuclear arrangements with US 
a llies. 

S) J CSM- 117-66 to SecDef. 26 Feb 66, JMF 305O 
1 Feb 66). 

The CJCS commented cn an AC DA -re commended course 
of action fcr use In responding to a statement by 
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko concerning nuclear, 
explosions fci* peaceful purposes. He referred to 
the JCS positions of 5 Aug 65 (JCSM-6OI-65 ) and 
13 Jan 66 (JCSM-26-66) on peaceful uses of atomic 
explosions In conjunction with any nuclear teat 
ban. The JCS believed that there 'A'as nothing In 
the current Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTET) to 
prohibit underground explosions for peaceful pur- 
poses so Ions: as they did not cause radioactive 
d ebris out glde territorial limits. 
S ) CK-i22ii-66 to SecLef, 29 Feb 66, JMF 305O 
17 Cec 65) sec 2. 
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The JCS gave general approval to an ACDA-prepared 
reaponse to Premier Kosygln'8 proposal to include 
In the nonproliferatlon treaty a provision pro- 
hibiting the UBC of nuclear weapons against non- 
nuclear powet*s, signatories to the treaty > that, 
had no nuclear weapons on their territories. The 
JCS opposed the Kosygin proposal in any fom, 
adding that the US ought to avoid the inclusion of 
a non-use provision in any nonproliferatlon treaty. 
If security assurances were necessary, they ought 
to take the form of a UN resolution, general in 
nature and not commltlng the US to a specific course 
of action. The Inclusion of a non-use or a security 
assurance clause should require the US to reappraise 
the desirability of a nonproliferatlon treaty 

IS] IcSH-i38-66 to SecDef, U Mar 66, JMF 3050 

(16 Feb 66). 

The JCS, in comments on tentative conclusions by 
ASD (ISA) on a CJCS SSG study (JCSM-79-66, U Feb 66.) 
and other studies on freeze and reduction of SNBVs 
made the following points : 

(1) Any consideration of reductions in SNDVs 
must be dependent on a verifiable freeze on the 
production of all strategic delivery vehicles and 
their related laaichere. Otherwise an agreement 

to reduce, an SMDV system would not prevent a buildup 
of replacement or alternate systems- -a development 
that fould only bi observed by inadequate unilateral 
intelligence meani. . 

(2) The US ahoild not agree to reduce Its ICBMs 
in return for a reduction In Soviet Ifll/IRBMs until 
a detailed analys s of the consequences could be 
made. To make thj reduction without such an 
analysis could be to the US disadvantage because 
of the growing invulnerability of Soviet ICBMs 

as a result of si ;e -hardening and growing offensive 
capability resulting from Increased payloada. 

(3) The US shoild not exchange lists of weapons 
to be destroyed without first determining in private 
whether the Sovle:6 were interested In coupling 
some reductions wLth a freeze. A simple exchange 

of lists without auch a prior determination would 
support Soviet propaganda In favor of an 
uninspected ban op all nuclear weapons. 

{k) The present generalizations about the effect 
of a reduction in SNDVs on conventional and 
tactical nuclear forces were not valid. A precise 
delineation of the Impact of such a reduction could 
only be derived fr^m the provisions of a specific 
reduct ion proposal. 

(2) JCSm-202-66 to SecDef, 1 Apr 66, JMP 3050 
(10 Mar 65) sec 2. 

Commenting on a preliminary draft of a Latin 
American nuclear-free zone (LA NFZ) treaty, the 
JCS informed SecDef that there were aubatantial 
issues not fully covered in the draft treaty, such 
as the relationship of the HFZ to the OAS--a matter 
that had never been fully coordinated within the 
US Government. The JCS recommended that the Com- 
mittee of Principals conduct a reylew of the over- 
all implications of the LA WFZ. £^ 
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'rrS)'7CSfP244-66 to SecLef , 16 Apr 66, JMP 3050 
(14 War 66). (TS) JCSM-347-66 to SecDef , 23 Hay 
66, same file> sec 2. 

The JCS opposed an ACDA proposal for an 18-month 
^ruce during which the US would not Initiate con- 
struction of any new fixed land -based strategic 
offensive missile launchers on ABM launchers If the 
USSR would reciprpcate. The JCS objected that the 
ACDA proposal would not cover mobile land -based 
strategic missiles; it depended on unilateral Intel* 
ligence for verif ^cationi it could give the USSR 
a MIRV advantage; and It would inhibit US ABM 
deployment . 

;o SecDef, 9 May 66, JMF 3050 



aeplojrment . 
ITS) TcSH-311-66 
;2 May 66) 



pra )er 



pj ipe 
eu 



Responding to an 
on an ACDA paper 
regarding the 
chemical and biol 
mended that ACDA 
be taken on its 
policy on such w 
the least until a 
developed. The 
national policy 
should be establi 
Further, they 
disarmament as pec 
considered until 
POD p olicy posit 
(5) 5cSM-S ^4-66 



[22 Apr 66). 



tb 



,i,SD (ISA) request for comments 
;iving tentative conclusions 

US policy with respebt to 
gical weapons, the JCS recom- 
>e informed that no action would 
r within DOD until a national 
pons had been established, or at 
general DOD position had been 
reaffirmed their view that a 
chemical and biological weapons 
hed as a matter of priority. 

that the arms control and 
8 of the subject should not be 
national policy, or at least a 

had been formulated 
SecDef, 21 May 66, J»0"3O5O 



oil 
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The JCS furnished' views to SecDef on an ACDA memo 
to Members of Committee of Principals proposing a 
threshold test ban (TTB). After referring to the 
views already furnished on 13 Jan 66 ( JCSM-2B-66), 
the JCS added that the new developments cited by 
ACDA were insufficient to warrant acceptance of 
the ^.75 TTB proposal and the first step for 
carrying out nuclear explosions for peaceful pur- 
poses should be an amendment to the existing 
Limited Te st Ban Treaty (LTBT). 
(TS-RB) JCSM-379-66 to SecDef, 6 Jun 66i JMF 3050 
(17 Dec 65) sec 3. 
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The JCS coTnmented on ACDA proposals for peaceful 
purpose nuclear explosions under TTB or. under 
kmendments to the exlatlng LTHT. They reiterated 
their opposition to a TTB (see JCSH-379;66, B Jun 
66) and opposed any extension of the UTBT -t that 
time that would further curtail teatlng. ^They 
supported the ACDA proposal on LTBT provided the 
following changes were made: deletion of the veto 
provision from the initial US negotiating POjltion, 
provision of a precise definition of the radiation 
debris limi tation. 
' (T5 ) JCaM-4 06-66 ^o SecDef, 15 Jun 66. JMP 3050 
(17 Dec 65) sec 4. 

. m cooanentlng on an ACDft proposal that the threshold 
'test ban be discussed with the President , the JCS 
reiterated their views of 8 Jun 66 ( JCSM-379-66 ) , 
If ACDA did forward the proposal to the President, 
the JC5 requested that their views be included, 
IS) JCijM-i* 07-66 to SecDef , 15 Jun 66. JMF 3050 
(17 Dec 65) sec k. 

The JCS advised SbcDef that the revised draft of 
the US nonprollferatlon treaty, approved by the 
Committee of Prirclpals. was In consonance with 
Dreviously expressed JCS views favoring the 
principle of nonprollferatlon, with two exceptions t 

(1) There was lo provision for clearly defined 
Bareguards on peeceful nuclear facilities and 

■programs to prevent nonnuclear states from develop- 
ing nuclear weaptns under the guise of pebteful 
research. The J( S reiterated the view expressed 
on ^rSan 66 (JCJM-23-66) a.i 15 (^JS^^iti^^^ 
that clearly defined safeguards should be an inte- 
gral part of a nc nprollf eratlon treaty. 

(2) Proliferation was defined In tjrms- ?f ^ 
"physical access' rather than "control, which 
might lead the Soviet Union to press for abandon- 
ment of all NATO nuclear arrangements and con- 
sultative arrangiimenta during negotiation of the 
nonprollferatlon treaty. The JCS believed that 
the draft. treaty must insure that present nuclear 
arrangements or uonsultatlve arrangements were not 

[s7j&5M-4 y>66 ;o SeoDef , 29 Jun 66, JMF 3050 
124 Jun 66 >. 

The JCS. commenting at his request, advised SecDef 
of the ikllltary factors Involved in mutual troop 
withdrawal from Europe. The Secretary's request 
was ?n rtspoLe to a^ommunlcatlon from the SecState 
pointing out that political pressures "if* J."'! 
a mutual troop withdrawal proposal at the NATO 
Defense Ministers' Meeting in July. 

The JCS expressed the following views: (1) 
unliateral withdrawal of 5 to 10 Soviet Jlvlelons 
from East G€many would not be sufficient compen- 
sation for existing NATO shortages of 5 M-Day 
d?vlS?ons and extensive short-falls In reserve 
forces (2) any consideration of withdrawal of US 
forces alone must take into account current views 
or major allies; (3) a unilateral Soviet withdrawal 
might be designed to evoke troop reductions by 
NAtS members; (U) withdrawal must considered in 
terms of stratglc warning and the time required to 
re™roduc^ forces; (5) Sntll a agitable political 
basis for withdrawal could be established, it wa^ 
not desirable to withdraw additional non-European 
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flVE) JCSM-452-66 to SecDef, 8 Jul 66, 
JMP 3050 (13 Jun 66) sec 1. 

The JCS fumlahed SecDef their views on the accept- 
ability of a propoaal by Amb Goldberg designed to 
resolve the outstanding laue on the peaceful use 
article of the celestial bodies treaty. As written, 
the article would call on parties to the treaty not 
to orbit around the earth any objects carrying 
nuclear or other mass destruction weapons and not 
to establish military bases or fortifications, not 
to test weapons, or not to conduct military 
maneuvers on celestial bodies. It would also allow 
the use of military personnel and equipment for 
scientific research. Amb Goldberg proposed deletion 
of the sentence Covering the use of military person- 

to Improve the prospect of Soviet 

CS believed that retention of the 

questioned sentei ce would result in an article less 
susceptible to c()nfllctlng Interpretation and they 
Goldberg propoaal only as a final 
JCS were seriously concerned over 



concurred in the 
concession. The 



the lack of JS capability to verify the presence 



of weapons of ma; 
lleved that cont; 



toward Its attainment. On a related matter, they 



drafting a Latin 
The JCS believed 



s destruction In orbit stnd be- 
nued effort should be expanded 



n to the expansion of the scone 
include all of outer space 
0 SecDef, 1 Aug 66, JHF 9000. 



posed no objectlc 
of the tre aty to 
(g) JCSH-494-66 
(17 Nov 65). 

Responding to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS com- 
mented on an kCU. paper concerning proposals for 



American denuclearization treaty, 
that it would be In the overall 
US security Intei-est to participate in a LA NPZ 
provided it could be effectively implemented and 
that existing US nuclear presence and transit 
and overflight rights, as well as US protection 
of the Panama Canal, were not Jeopardized. It 
would also be necessary that all Latin American 
states, including Cuba, participate. If these 
conditions could not be obtained, the JCS recom- 
mended that the US not support a LA NFi, 
(TS) JCSH- 502-66 to SecDef, 4 Aug 66, JMP 3050 
(14 Mar 66) sec 4. 

The JCS furnished SecDef their views on a Dept of 
State proposal for a poaelble plan for making the 
benefits of peaceful purpose nuclear explosions 
(PLOWSHARE) available to the world while at the 
same time paving the way to amend the. existing LTBT 
to Include provisions along this line. They 
believed that an acceptable international arrange- 
ment for the control of peaceful purpose nuclear 
explosions must provide assurance that US design 
information would not be compromised and that 
other countries would not make significant gains 
in nuclear weapons technology under the guise of 
peaceful purpose exposions. The JCS considered 
that the State propoaal could provide these assur- 
ances and they supported the proposal provided 
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that; Jl) it not be used to further «"^«^ * 
threshold or a comprehensive test ban; (2) the 
onc-for-one principle be more precisely defined, 
with the aid of AEC-developed guidelines; (3; 
PLOWSHAR£ activities and experiments that were 
permlBSlble under the LTHT not be subiJect to. inter- 
fiational supervision; (4) no veto provisions be 
included in the plan. The JCS also 
proceeding with the currently planned PLOWSHAliE 
nuclear excavation program since further dew 
co uld adver sely affect US national security. 

( T SJ JCSH> 531-66 to SecDef , 22 Aug 66, JMF 3050 

(9 Aug 66). 

The JCS forwarded to SecDef a follow-on study on 
aspects of a SNDV freeze and reduction, supple- 
menting the one supplied on 4 Feb 66 ( JC3M-79-00 ) . 
When used together, the JCS stated, the two studies 
formed an analytical date base that could aid in 
making preliminary Judgements on specific freeze 
and reduction proposals. Analysis of the war game 
results in the stjudy reinforced the earlier views 
of JCS regarding the difficulty of finding solutions 
to the many problsms associated with practical 



application of a SNDV freeze and reduction proposal. 
In particular, the study revealed even more clearly 
than previous exeminations the complex and 
potentially destabilizing nature of arms control 

SNDV freeze and reduction as their 



porposals having 

7TS) jCSM-574-66 
(10 Mar 65). 



to SecDef, 10 Sep 66, JMF, 305O 



The JCS recoranended 
mutual wlthdrawaljs 
recommendation w 
SecDef for ampllljlcati 
(JCSM.452-66) to 
two divisions, fciur 
major ground f 
units and tactical 



against either unilateral or 
of forces from Europe. Their 
in response to a request from 
^^atlon of their views of 8 July 
take Into account reductions of 
r divisions, or a retention of 
s but a thinnlji^ out of support 
air forces. 



TS-Rb) JC SM-6O3-66 to SecDef, 22 Sep "55, m 3050 
un 66) sec 2. 



_ □ 

Sep 00, 



(13 J 

2Q Sep 66 Responding to an oral request from the' Deputy ASD 

29 Sep 00 n control), the Director, Joint Staff, stated 

that the JCS had grave reservations as to the 
; effects any extension of the Limited Test Ban 

^^^^ Treaty would have on US security. The reasons for 

w«.r.ifinflrifin expressing reservations were: Indications that the 
Verification exp^^^ ^^b^^ already made Important gains in 

nuclear weapons technology that could alter tht 
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military balance; prevention of us development 
of an optimum ABM aystem; and the absence oi 
an acceptable verification system. 
^T57nKTsFPl26l.66 to ASD(ISA), 29 Sep 66, JMF 
3050 (20 Sep 66). 

The JCS comraentlng on an agenda P^^PJ^ed by ACDA, 
. recommended to SecDef that US J^J.^^.J^t. 
propped US-UK-USSR conference on aelamlc Identi- 
fication be limited to currently 
unclaaalfied technological InformationL 



"2 The JCS 

recommended that they be given an oppornAiry to 
review any agenda for the talKa prepared by the 
5lsS! tSSt they be represented by 

t-aikrs and that any future arms control actions 

f^l^^fcl^'a-lllo's.cDef . 25 Hov 66, JMF. 3050 
(8 Sep 66). 
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1, 19 Jan d7, W 3050 



to SecDef on a draft State 
.on paper on a possible freeze 
agreement on stritegic forces. They said that 
they did not object to exploring with the Soviets 
means of levellni; off strategic offensive and 
defensive forces but this in no way affected 
their previous mcommendatlons to deploy NIKE-X 



FY 1972. The US must first 
:ent, if any, of Soviet interest 
;e6lc arms. The JCS should 
r*evlevrany°apeclflc arms control proposal 
before it went outside the US Government. The 
US should tell the USSR early in any discussiona 
that it would address verification after a 
general area of agreement was determined. 
Research, development, and prototype testing 
must be permitted and US planned iroprovementa 
In missiles pursued. The JCS opposed any 
discussion of MIRVb with the USSR; they believed 
that any consideration of an Aa4 freeze must 
include SAHs with significant AH1 capability, 
and they felt It essential that any agreement 
between the US and the USSR limiting strategic 
arms be formalized as a treaty. 
(Sj JCijH-iO-67 to SecDef. 19 Jan 67, JMP 753 
(13 Jan 67). 

The JCS informed SecDef that they had no objec- 
tion to the use of a proposed ACDA position 
paper on security assurances and nonprollfera- 
tlon at the l8-Natlon Disarmament Committee 
(DIDC) scheduled to convene In Geneva on 21 Feb 
67 They stated, however, that they had serious 
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reBervatlons regariTlng the Inclusion In a V^^ • 
resolution of negative aesuranceo limiting the 
use of nuclear weapons. Specifically, -they 
opposed any public declaration wherein the US 
should Pled ge not to use nuclear je^P^SS^cft 
(5) j5afi-y6 -67 to SecDef . 21 Feb 67, JMF 75O 
(2 Feb 67) 

In a memorandum to SecDef, the JCS expressed 
concern that, the current US position supporting 
en extension of the Limited Test Ban Treaty 
(LTBT) did not recognize the l»pactjj:hi8 would 
have on the US strategic posture. m»e JCS 
believed that a continuation of nuclear testing 
without further restriction was essential to the 
main tenance of the US deterrent posture. 
(TS-n5) JCSM-109-67 to SecDef, 27 Feb 67, 
JMF 730 (16 Feb 67) Bee 1. 

tn commenting to SecDef on a revised draft of 
the State Department position paper on strategic 
arms llmltatlone on which they had commented 
earlier (JCSM-3O-67. 19 Jan 67), the^^JCS said 
that the paper set forth a position not in 
the national aecutity interest of the United 
States." They opDOsed provisions that would 
foreclose a US opcion to deploy an ABM system 
and would degrade g^mproveroent a to US strategic 
missile systems. ^ 



""J Any agreement based on 
unilateral verification should be confined to 
a litnit on ABMs and a quantitative freeze on 
fixed land-based offensive svatema 
(TSl JCiiM. 1^3-67 to SecDef, U Mar 67, 755 
{13 Jan 67) aec 2. 

18 Ma- 67 The Director, Joint Staff, recommended to 

1^ °' ASD(ISA) that a copy of JCSM-9&-67, 21 I'eb 67, 

be furnished to ACDA. The JCS had received 
word informally that tne DOD concurrence in 
Security the ACDA draft position paper on security 

Assurances assurances and nonproliferation had given ACDA 

J the impression that the JCS had changed their 

IIPT position on negative security assurances. In 

fact the Director pointed out, the JCS in the 
cited JCSM had indicated their continued 
opposition to inclusion of a clause in a 
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proposed UN resolution that would limit the 
use of nuc lear weapons, 

IH) DJ5M-3Ai*-67 to ASD(ISA). l8 Mar 67j (S) 
SAACM-73-67 to D/JS, 16 Mar 67; JMF 750 
(2 Feb 67). 

vS^ep 67 . _ Commenting to SecDef on an ACDA memo recommend- 

- • ■ i.-. f various actions that the US might take In 

.'• i\ 1 -V' ^ connection with a decision to deploy the NIKE-X 

^ ballistic missile system, the JCS reaffirmed 

ABM their conclusion that, of all the actions 

required to maintain a suitable strategic 
posture in the mid -range period, none was more 
necessary for US defense than deployment of 
NIKE-X. Adoption of the ACDA recommendations 
could seriously delay the NIKE-X deployment. 
The JCS held that no discussions on BMD 
limitations should be undertaken with the USSR, 
allies, or others prior to announcement of a 
US decision to deploy a NIKE-X ballistic missile 
defense sy stem, 

ITS) JCSM-i493-67 to SecDef, 8 Sep 67, Jt'lP ^61 
(28 Aug 67). 

17 Oct 67. ? In presenting views to SecDef on an ACDA draft 

' ■. - V — position paper relating to the treaty of Tlatelolco 

U\ (Denuclearization of Latin America; see 

JCSM-502-66, M Aug 66), the JCS stated that the 

NFZ paper did not meet the requirements specified 

(Latin America) by them and that the US should not sign Protocol 
I of the Treaty /Protocol. I - Parties outside 
the zone undertake the obligations of the treaty 
with respect to their territories within the 
•sbne.7 The JCS recommended that DOD object to 
furtHer coordination or adoption of the present 
draft, that the US position be reevaluated on 
the basis of JCS views, and that OJCS repre- 
sentatives participate in the formulation of 
Interpretative statements. Should reevcluation 
result In a new proposed paper, the JCS would 
wish to reconsider the security Implications of 
any recommendation that the US sign Protocol II, 
/Protocol II: Parties possessing nuclear weapons 
will respect the status of denuclearization of 
the zone, v/111 not contribute to acts Involving 
violation of obligations of the parties and will 
not use or threaten the use of nuclear weapons 
against the contracting parties./ 
IS) JCSM-559-67 to SecDef, 17 Oct 67, JM? 976/755 
(27 Sep 67) . 



i^'26 Oct 67 Again presenting views to SecDef on the Treaty 

S N J of Tlatelolco (see JCSM-559-67, 17 Oct 67), on 

'\s, ^ this occasion in connection with a draft talking 

paper for the President for use in a meeting 
with the President of Mexico, the JCS recommended 
(Latin America) an amendment that would, in the course of 

declaring US intention to sign Protocol I^ also 
advise the Mexican President of US concerns 
with regard tq the treaty's purposes 'and ob- 
jectives. Subject to this amendment and Co 
a condition that suggested interpretative 
statements be closely coordinated among all 
interested US agencies before final acceptance, 
the JCS concurred in the proposed talking 
paper. 

\Z) JCSM -522-67 to SecDef, 26 Oct 67, JT4F 976/755 
(27 Sep 67}, sec 2. 
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The JCS commented to SecDef on a draft propoaal 
for possible presentation to the Soviets at the 
start of dlscuBsione on limiting numbers of 
strategic offensive and defensive missile 
launchers (see also JCSM-3Q-67, 19 Jan o7 . and 
JCSM-l*t3-67, IM Mar 67). Tney said that the 
position In the draft proposal was not in the 
national security Interests^f the United States 
for the following reasons:^!) 



27 Nov 67 
CB 



The JCS 

recommended that any proposal be aaaressed by 
the Committee of Principals prior to discussion 
with Soviet representatives. Should a decision 
be made to pursue an agreement depending on 
unilateral verlflicatlon as the primary means of 
detennlnlnB compliance, the agreement should be 
limited to numerical restriction on ABMs and on 
fixed land-based offensive systems— elements for 
which a high degree of confidence existed as to 
the US capability for timely detection and 
eval uation ^ , ^ « ^ jc- 

(TS-SEM5nj.\^E) JCSM-596-67 to SecDef, 2 i\ov 67, 
JMF 755 (13 Jan 6?) sec 2. 
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In commenting to SecDef on a DPM that would 
reconunend US signature of Protocol II of- the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco (see JCSM-582-67* 26 Oct 
67) and accompany this signature with an inter- 
pretative statement to influence international 
understanding of the treaty in a manner favor- . 
able to US interests, the JCS said that the 
proposed interpretative statement was satis- 
factory. They asKed that State be informed 
of the understandings concerning overflights 
and in-port visits to Latin America upon 
which their concurrence was based. Since, in 
their opinion, a settled international under- 
standing of the treaty that was in accord with 
the US interpretation must be a condition 
precedent to US ratification, the JCS recommended 
that the DPM be amended to make this condition 
clear, rather than relating ratification to gain- 
ing support for the Nonprolif eration Treaty 
WPT ) 

S) je5M-3 2-68 to SecDef, l6 Jan 68, JMF 976/755 
27 Sep 67) Sec 2. 
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(2 Feb 67) 
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negative security assurances*' ■ 
draft UlISC resolution, the 
that the JCS considered 
gative security assurances 
as outside the American 
wieaken the US nuclear deter- 
flexibility, and set a 
lead to further restrictions 
He recommended that the 
cS^ged to reject any form of 
cmraitment other than those 
eaty of Tlatelolco. 
SecDef, 19 Feb 68, JMl?' 750 



Having reviewed th 
jointly by the US 
Disarmament Commit 
that it was cons is 
stated views (JCSM 



e revised draft HPT tabled 
and USSR at the iB-Mation 
tee (ENDC), the JCS noted 
tent with their previously 

^ J-36-66, 15 Jan 66). They 

realized, however] that during the forthcoming 
UtIGA session the rlon-use of nuclear weapons was 
almost certain to jbe addressed and that the US 
delegation was Drepared to make public a US non- 
use commitment." ^ne JCS therefore endorsed the 
recommendation made earlier by the CJCS (CM-3023-oO; 
19 Feb 68 that the US position be changed to reject 
any form of nuclear non-use commitment other than 
that required by the Treaty of Tlatelolco. In the 
event the position was not changed, they asked that 
prior to actual introduction or support by the USO 
of a ncn-use commitment, they be afforded an 
opportunity to comment on the actual proposal 
ji) Jfc5M-ij 30-68 to SecDef, 11 Apr 68, JMP 731" 
(2 Apr 68). 

Commenting on a Soviet proposal to the UNGA 
to ban military activities as well as nuclear 
weapons from the seabeds beyond the boundaries 

of national Jurisdiction, the JCS informed 
SecDef that the long-range consequences of 
banning emplacement of nuclear weapons on the 
seabeds could be detrimental to the security pf 
the United States, i 
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JCS agreed that establishment or a UN specialized 
agency to encourage international cooperation 
in oceanogr aphy was in .the US interest, 
(tfS) 5gSrt- 235-68 to SecDef, 15 Apr 68. JMP 731 
(3 Apr 68). 

In presenting views to SecDef on ACDA -proposed " 
instructions to the US UN Delegation on the 
NPT and security assurances, the JCS repeated 
their opposition to a US commitment to nuclear 
non-uee. They strongly opposed the US becoming 
a party to an NPT that had a nuclear non-use 
commitment in anjr form associated with it. 
They requested tiat SecDef take action to have 
the authorlzatlo 1 to commit the US to a non- 
use obligation rsmoved from the instructions 
to the US Delega:lon. If It was not to be 
removed, they asced that their views be brought 



to the att ention 
2 Apr 68). 



of the President 
:o SecDef, 17 Apr 66, JMF 731 
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:Def on a draft ACDA position 
trol on the aeabeds, the JCS 
vLew that US support for arms 
on the' aeabeds would not be 
Lnterest at that time (JCSM- 
6p). C 
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TS) "jCSM- g72-68 to SecDef, 27 Apr 68, JMF 731 
12 Apr 68). 

11 May 68 The CJCS informed SecDef that the JCS, a"er 

11 nay considering a proposed DOD document on military 

Implications of arms control proposals and 
restrictive legal regimes for the seabeds, 
continued to believe that the US should not 
Seabeds support seabed arms control measures .«t that 

^^^^^^^ llll/ Such meeaureB were considered to offer 

a potential for grave harm to US interests. 
■ • (Src5-il^B 3-6B to SecDef, 11 Hay 68, JMF 7Si 

' (3 Apr 68). 

15 Jul 68 The Director, Joint Staff, forwarded to SecDef 

the views of the JCS on a proposed message by 
the President to the DIDO, which referred to 
a production cutoff of fissionable materials 
and a CTBT. The JCS recommended omitting 




Cutoff of • fftatements on the cutoff and CTBT Blnce they 

Fissionable believed the military dangers In reiterating 

Materiala these previous offers outweighed the possible 

tactical advantages of pre-empting questions on 
CTBT them within EIJDC . The JCS were concerned over 

the impact that a CTBT would have on the US 
Btreteglc posture. They held that continuation 
of nuclear testing without further restriction 
was eeaential to the maintenance of the US 
deterrent posture and any further restriction 
would be contrary to the national interest. 
Efforts to achieve a CTBT, a threshold treaty, 
or any extension of present limitations on 
testing should be halted so that the tIS would 
not be confronted by a Soviet acceptance of 
such a proposal at a time most disadvantageous 
"to t he Uni ted States. 

(5) DJSM-d 67-68 to SecDef, 15 Jul 68, JMF 755 
'2 Jul 68) sec 2, 



9 Aug 68 



Strategic Arms 
Limitations 

Verification 



TTSrSEHSmvE) Ju^-i<96-6e to SecDef, 9 Aug 68 j 
(tS -SENSITIVE) CM- 3572-68 to SecDef, 9 Aug bSi 
JMF 750 (29 Jun 68), 

10 Aug 68 In providing views to SecDef on a proposed 

memo to the President on arms control on the 
seabeds the JCS recommended substitute, wording 

Seabeds designed to avoid foreclosing certain military 

options that had been reviewed and approved 
by the Pre sident. 

15) JCSM-^9 7-68 to SecDef, 10 Aug 68, JMF 731 
(12 Apr 68) sec 2. 

2k Aug 63 With regard to a draft interim report by an 

interagency working group to determine when a 
cutoff in the producdon of fissionable materials 
would be to the net advantage of the United ■ 
States the JCS recommended that the study be 
terminated. In the future, the criterion for 
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aetermlng the feasibility of a cutoff should 
be the adequacy of the available fissionable 
material at the time of cutoff to meet' fore- 
cast weapon requirements. They did not object 
to the proposed change in the US position on 
verification provided the OS was prepared to 
exercise immediately Its right of withdrawal 
from the agreement in the event of detection 
of clandestine facilities. They opposed a 
cutoff of the production of fissionable materials 
for weapons use at that time as being contrary 
to the national interest. 

The JCS informed SecDef that until the pros- 
pects for, general outlines of, and possible 
Implications of strategic nuclear arms limita- 
tion talks with the Soviets became more clear 
they considered a cutoff proposal would be 
Imprudent and could involve major risks for 
the United States. They did not oppose a 
demonstrated destruction of nuclear weapons 
agreement provided it did not compromise US 
weapon design and construction, its procedures 
guaranteed that the USSR was positively destroy- 
ing nuclear weapons, an inspection and verifi- 
cation system wai tested to assure feasibility 
and practloalityj and only weapons marked for 
retirement were destroyed. The JCS did oppose 
a plant-by -plant shutdown. 

(S) jCSM-S 19-68 10 SecDef, 2*1 Aug 68, JMF 7^5 
2 Jul 68) 
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{TS} CH-3oU2-68 
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n the subject of Strategic Arms 
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ity. In light of the Soviet 
lovakla, he considered it 
suggest that the US and USSR 
sent or in the near future, 
ommended against dispatch of 
at that time, 
o SecDef, 10 Sep 68, JMF 755 
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1969 

29 Jan 69 A talking paper prepared for the use of SecDef 

and CJCS at the NSC meeting on S9 Jan 69 expreased 
the following positions: the NPT was still In 
the US national interest j the President should 
actively seek Senate approval and should follow 

HPT thlB with Immediate ratification; the US should 

use diplomatic pressure "where appropriate to 
advance the NPT but must use discretion to 
avoid disrupting existing defense alliances; If 
it was decided that NPT was not in the national 
interest, the President should nevertheless 
not abrupt ly seek disengagement. 
IS) JCS 2Mb2/l8, 29 Jan 69, JMF 76o (21 Jan 69). 

11 Feb 69 In a talking paper on SALT, approved by the JCS 

on 11 Feb 69, they took the position that the 
start of talks and tabling of a proposal ahould 
be deferred until completion of the US force 
posture review. In order to be ready ahould 
SALT It become necessary to begin the talks prior 

to completion of ithe review, early action should 
be taken to defiiie goals in order to establish 
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objectives and pilnclples. 
(TS) JCS §482/23 
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ITS) JCa gi <8fi^43, 3 Mar 69, JMF 752 {12 Feb o9) 

In a memo to Secief the JCS stated that they 
continued to oppdse a CTBT, TTBT, or any exten- . 
Blon of the present LTBT to the underground 
environment. They considered the continuation 
of nuclear testlilg without further restriction 
essential to the Imalntenance of the US strategic 
posture and held 'that any further restriction 
would be contrary to the US national interest. 

C 



rr:3-mjj ji;5M-i27-b9 ■ to SecEeT, t Mar 69, JM? 752 
(12 Feb 69) 
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30 Apr 69 



The Director, Joint Staff, and ASD(ISA) approved 
"a talking paper for use by SecDef and CJCS at 
the NSC meeting on 12 Mar 69, where US- positions 
for the forthcoming ENDC meeting would be dis- 
cussed. The talking paper gave the following 
JOS positions, which differed from the OSD 
position on the ssme questions: (1) .within the 
ENDC the US should not reiterate its support 
for a verified CTB; rather, the US should 
publicly state its need for continued testing;- 
(2) a cutof r-transfer-deetructlon agreement 
would not now be In the overall US security 
interest, since It would preclude meeting the 
JSOP weapons requirements for FYs 70-71; there- 
fore the US should not reiterate its support 
fpr such an figreement within ENDC,". 

The paper set forth a single OSD/JCS view on 
the other queBtions: 

(1) An agreement not on a CTB would not be 
in the net security interest of the US; no firm 
answer could be given on whether CTB would be 
acceptable in three years, irrespective of 
whether or not initial operational ABM and HIRV 
warheads had been achieved. 

(2) Should It be found necessary to put 
forward a new cuUoff -transfer-destruction pro- 
posal, the follovlng modifications would be 
acceptable: (a) a lessened requirement for 
inspection, alonK the lines of the NPT inspec- 
tion procedures, provided^ the US was prepared 
to exercise immediately its right of withdrawal 
upon detection o ' clandestine facilities • 

(b) omission of demonstrated destruction of 
nuclear weapons while retaining the transfer 
of agreed amountu of U 235 and plutonium to 
peaceful uses; equal US and Soviet transfers 
of flBBlonable mi terial to peaceful uses, in 
place of the pre rious US proposal for asymmetric 
amounts , 

(3) A seabed irras control agreement would not 
be In the overall US security interest. 

{k) The US should present no specific pro- 
posal, and the ElIDC should merely discuss the ^ 
factors vital to e seabed arms control agreement. 
(T5) JCS 5^182/25 r7, 12 Mar 69, JMF 752 (12 Feb 69; 
sec 2. 

In a memo to Secpef, the JCS reexamined the Issue 
of a seabed arms control treaty and again con- 
cluded that It was impossible to envision all 
of the ramiflcatlona affecting US security inter- 
ests. The JCS believed that such a treaty was 
not now in the overall aecurity interest of the 
US and wou ld bear a potential for grave harm^ 
(TS) JCSM-2i42-69 to SecDef, 22 Apr 69, JMF 756 
(ll Apr 69) 
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iTSj JCS 2^32/30-5, 30 Apr 69, JHP 75^ (11 Apr 69) 

The JCS reaffirmed their views ( JCSM-519-6B, 

Aug 68, and JCS?l-127-69. 6 Mar 69) that the 
LTBT should not be extended to the underground 
environment and that the US should avoid any 
agreement Involving the cutoff of fissionable 

mater ials for weapons purposes'. 

(T^S-RD) jeSM-266-69 to SecDef, 2 May 69, JHF. 730 
(26 Feb 69) . 
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-The JCS provided SecDef their comments on a 
study concerning preparation of the US position 
for SALT, prepared In response to NSSM-28. 
The JCS said that the study, after appropriate 
modification, would provide the basis for 
development of a strategic arms control proposal 
for discussion with the USSR. They emphasized 
thfi^ollowing points: 
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!TSi JCSM-377-69 tc "SecDef , 17 Jun 69, JMF 751 
(6 Mar 69) sec . 

The JCS forwarded their vievs on the "Stop Where 
We Are" proposal (SWWA) to SecDef. The JCS con- 
sidered SWWA to be T.ore restrictive and compre- 
hensive tnan IISSM-25 because it added .five 
malr constraints tc those In HSSM-2S, Package IV 

( 1) Even greater constraints on advances in 
technology 

(?) Prohibition on improvements in the throw- 
weight and accuracy of present ICBis and SLBMs. 

{'^) Restrlcricr.s on flight testing to pre- 
announced ccnfidersce firings of previously 
tested r.lsslles 

Prohibition on the comnletion of the 
apDroximetely 300 Soviet ICBM silcs and 25C SLH4 
launchers currently under construction, which 
was probably not negotiable 

(5) A freeze or the number of strategic 
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bombers and SAM launchers and a prpMbltlian on 1 . 
the Introduction of new typee. 

The JCS recommended that because SWWA con- 
tained numerous risks that made it unacceptable 
from a national security standpoint. It be 
eliminated . from farther consideration. 
T'rii\JCSM-390-69 to SecDef, 23 Jun 69, JHP 751 
(16 Jun 69). 

A lengthy talking paper on SALT, prepared . for 
the use of SecDef and CJCS at the NSC meeting 
on 25 Jun 69, concluded with the following recom- 
roendations, among others: 

(1) Since Intergovernmental preparation for • 
SALT had so far been dealing with llluBtratlve 
packages, the US position, proposal, and nego- 
tiating tactics should now be developed on a 
priority basis. A drafting committee should 

be established to preparCj based on NSC guidance, 
a negotiating poaltion and Instructiona to the 
delegation . 

(2) No option 88 comprehensive as SWWA should 
be included in the US negotiating position. 

(3) The "JCS opposition to a MIRV ban and a 
MIRV test ban/i'hiuld? be recognized in estab- 
liahing a U S pos; tion. 
(TS) iCS d^82/28 " 
sec 5. 
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ITS) jeS 5il82/37-3, I8 Jul 69; (TS) ACSAN-Hl-69 
to Henry A, Kissinger, l3 Jul 69; JMP 751 
(2 Jul 69) aec 2. 

In preparation for SALT the JCS aet fopth views 
on the suitability and desirability of applying 
restrictions on missile volume. and throw-weight 
In any poaalble agreement. They concluded that 
volume and/or throw-weight limitations as applied 
to land-based or sea-based systems, either acSded 
to or in lieu of numerical limitations, were not 
suitabl e o r desirable at that time. 
(TS-tUj) aH-i473-69 to CJCS, 19 Jul 69, JMP 751 
(25 May 69). 

In view of an ACDA proposal to include a morato- 
rium on missile testing early in SALT, the CJCS 
reiterated JCS views to SecDef. A mutual sus- 
pension of MIRV/MRV testing if the USSR would 



SALT 
MIRV 



23 Aug 69 



Seabeds 



(/O Sep 69 



\ V. 



Seabeds 



25 Sec 69 



i2 



^Seabeds 



agree to suspend starts of additional ICBMs 
and SLBMs would Involve such risks and dlsad- 
vantBgea that it would not be in the national 
security Interests of the US. The CJCS, there- 
fore, suggested that a moratorium of such dimen- 
sions be eliminated from further consideration 
at that tim e . 

(TS) CM-Ay69-69 to SecDef, 1 Aug 69, 756 
(29 Jul 69). 

In commenting on ACDA proposals for revision 
of a Soviet proposal for a seabed treaty, the 
JCS said It would be premature to discuss the 
12-mile limit In connection with arms control 
negotiations before settling the question of 
transit rights and territorial seas. To do 
so would extend implicit recognition to the 
validity of the 12-mile territorial sea with- 
out achieving the right of navigation through 
and over straits. If the US were to concede 
a 12-mlle limit on a seabed arms control zone 
without 8 prior, or at least a simultaneous, 
international recognition of the US free straits 
concept, the US bargaining position in the law- 
of-the-sea negotiations would be seriously pre- 
judiced. The JCS reaffirmed their position 
that a seabed arms control treaty would not be 
in the ove rall interest of the US. 
IS) JCSM-5^ii-69 to SecDef, 23 Aug 69, JMF 756 
(11 Apr 69) sec 2. 

In commenting on a memo by DepASD. (ISA) on the 
Soviet seabed proposal, the «jCS ntair.talned that 
the negotiating history shoutd-^c learly Indicate 
that all parties agreed that only "fixed" 
nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruc< 
tion and their associated "fixed" launching 
platforms were to be Included In the treaty pro- 
hibitions. Holding open the option to deploy 
mobile submersible systems would permit the US 
to take advantage of its technological lead and 
offset the Soviet land deployment advantage. 
The JCS believed that the treaty should confer 
no rights beyond those of ob3ervatlon--8peclf ic- 
ally, that the right of access or the obligation 
to disclose or assist should not be offered or 
implied--and that not only the negotiating 
history but also the treaty itself should so 
state. The JCS were still concerned that the 
DOD interest in future negotiatlona In law- of- 
the-sea matters would not be adequately pro- 
tected by the proposed contiguous zone formu- 
lation. On this matter the JCS reaffirmed the 
positions e xpressed in JCSM-53^-69t 23 Aug 69. 
1 5) JCSM-$6^-69 to SecDef, 10 Sep 69, JWP 756 
(11 Apr 69) sec 2. 
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in any ares covered by the treaty. 'Should any 
future dispute on the zone of application be 
resolved In e manner that would prejudice US 
security interests^ the withdrawal provision 
of Article V of the treaty should be invoked 
and this must be clearly understood within the 
US Government 

) CM-i|596-69 to SecDef, 26 Sep 69, JMP 756 
11 Apr 69) sec 2. 
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ITS) ACSAiUl23-6b to CJCS, 3 Nov 69, JMP 752 
(3 Nov 69) . 

In a talking paper on SALT^ prepared for use 
by DepSecDef and CJCS at the Under Secretaries 
Committee meetlns on ^ Dec 69, the following 
JCS positions were indicated, on matters of ■ 

other than short-term or procedural concern: 
( 1) the US should not Introduce the specific 
subject of MRV/nCRV but should state that the 
subject was Implicit as a possible component 
part of the discussion of particular ballistic 
missile systems; (2) a ban on MIRV development 
was not acceptable under any conditions thus 
far put forth; (3) MIRV flight testing should 
continue, without suspension or stretch-out 
of MIRV test programs; [k) it should be kept 
in mind that the purpose of MIRV is to provide 
the capability for effectively targeting the 
expanded Soviet and Chinese Conununist target 
structures as well as to insure penetration of 
Soviet BMD"; (5] the US approach to numerical 
reductions of strategic weapons should be 
cautious, and reductions should await a demon- 
stration of good faith in abiding by a" limi- 
tation agreement; (6) there should be no 
moratorium on research and development, quali- 
tative Improvements on strategic forces, and 
ABM construction, but luoratorlums of. specified 
short duration on increases In total number 
of operational launchers for offensive missiles 
would be ac ceptsble 

(S) JC5J 24d2/6l-l, 9 Dec 69, JMF 752 (2 Dee 69) 
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